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Billing; L. C. L. shipment billed as C. 
L. (Legal Dept.); p. 517. 

Billing, through; communication from 
Charles Sizemore; p. 101. 

Black, David G.; general agent Great 
Northern Ry. Co. at St. Louis; p. 34. 


Acceptance; when carrier is deemed to 
have accepted goods for transportation 
(Legal Dept.); p. 906. 

Accidents; I. C. C. bulletin for July, 
August and September; p. 628. 

Accident reports, April, May and June, 


DECISIONS OF |. Cc. C. IN THE 
TRAFFIC WORLD. 


1914; p. 240, 

Accounting for depreciation; Commission 
calls on carriers; p. 263. 

Acid phosphate; Meridian Fertilizer Fac- 
tory et al. vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. 
—_ et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Adamson bill; provides for divorce of rail- 
roads from manufacturers, etc.; hear- 
ing before house committee; p. 168. 

Adamson, Congressman; introduces com- 
modities bill; p. 97. 

Advances in freight rates; communication 
from G. X. Wendling; p. 576. 

Agricultural implements; rates from San 
Francisco, Stockton and other points 
to Spokane and other points; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 443. 

Agricultural implements; Parlin & Iren- 
dorff Co. vs. Illinois Central et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1193. 

Aldworth, H. J.; traffic manager Fuller- 
eo Hardwood Lumber Co.; p. 


American Electric Railway Association 
meeting in Washington; p. 274 

American Traffic Policy; by J. D. Hash- 
agen; p: 265. 

Anthracite coal case; argument before 
commission; p. 163. 

Apples; Eastern Fruit Growers’ Assn. et 
al. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 653. 

Apples; storage in transit; Indianapolis 
Chamber of Commerce vs. C. C. CGC. & 
St. L. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1388. 

Assignment of cases; method used by I. 
Cc. C.; p. 400. 

Attorney’s fee; supreme court decision 
in W. H. Milis vs. Lehigh Valley et al.; 
p. 1408. 

Aurora case; Fox River Valley Manufac- 
turers’ Assn. vs. Maine Central et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 213. 

Automobiles not emigrant. movables; L. 
G. Ochsenreiter vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. 
Co. et al.; Arizona Corporation Commis- 
sion vs. same; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 930. 

Ayman, L.; communication on simplified 
freight tariffs; p. 100. 

nes haul rates report (Editorial); p. 

Back haul rates; “‘commodity rates to 
Pacific Coast terminals and intermedi- 
ate points;”’ see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1134. 

Back haul rates; hearing before Com- 
mission on April 12; p. i 

Baggage; regulations restricting the 
— see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Baldwin, W. W.; communication on fail- 
way mail pay; p. 793. 

Barry, Frank; traffic secretary, Mer- 
chants’ and Manufacturers’ Assn., Mil- 
waukee; p. 979. 

Beans; transit on dried beans; Saginaw 
Milling Co. et al. vs. M. C. R. R. Co. 
et al.; Michigan Bean Jobbers’ Assn. vs. 
same; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 380. 

Bell, F. A.; assistant general freight 
agent, A. T. & S F.; p. 412. 

Bill of lading containing ‘wrong address 
(Legal Dept.); p. 9. 

Bill of lading; conflicting statements in 
(Legal Dept.); p. 5 

Bill of lading; delivery without requiring 
surrender (Legal Dept.); p. 95. 

Bill of lading; prepaid stipulation not 
conclusive (Legal Dept.); p. 461. 


July to December, 1908. 
Vol. 2 141. C.C. 51 


to 
141. C. C. 619 


January to March, 1909. 
Vol. 2. 141. C. C. 631 


to 
15 I. C. C. 577 


April to June, 1909. 
Vol. 3. 151. C. C. 584 


to 
16 I. C. C. 422 


July to December, 1909. 
Vol. 4. 161. C. C. 424 


to 
17 I. C. C. 388 


January to June, 1910. 
Vol. & 171. C. C. 251 


to 
19 I. C. C. 102 


July to December, 1910. 
Vol. 6. #191. C. C. 25 


to 
201.C.C. 21 


January to June, 1911. 
Vo % BLC.C 61 


to 
211. C. C. 181 


July to December, 1911. 
Vol. 8 211. C. C. 183 


to 
22 I. C. C. 138 


January to June, 1912. 
Vo. 9% BLC.Cc. 


to 
24 1.°C, C. 192 


July to December, 1912. 
Vol. 10. 241. C. C. 179 
to 
25 I. C. C. 349 
and 
20 I. C. C. 486 


January to June, 1913. 
Vol. 11. 26 1. C. C. 387 


to 
27 I. C. C. 343 


July to December, 1913. 
Vol. 12. 271. C. C. 302 


to 
28 I. C. C. 549 


January to June, 1914. 
Vol. 18. 281. C. C. 563 


to 
30 I. C. C, 528 


July to December, 1914. 
Vol. 14. 301. C. C. 531 


to 
32 I. C. C. 291 


January to June, 1915. 

Vol. 15. 32 1. “ C. 283 
oO 

34 I. C. C. 277 


325237 


Boat and rail tickets; Howard P. Damon 
et al. vs. Crosby Transportation Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 775. 

Boat lines; change in report on divorce of 
rail and lake lines (Washington let- 
ter); p. 1175. 

Boat line control; application of Duluth, 
South Shore and Atlantic Ry Co., G. R. 
& I. Ry. Co., and Michigan Central R. 
R. Co. under Panama Canal Act in 
connection with Mackinac Transporta- 
a Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Boat line control; application of Oregon- 
Washington R. R. & Navigation Co. 
under Panama Canal Act in connection 
with San Francisco & Portland Steam- 
ae Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Boat line control; applications under Pan- 
ama Canal Act of Chicago & Erie R. 
R. Co. and Erie R. R. Co. in connec- 
tion with equipment on Chicago river; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; P- . 

Boat line control; application of South- 
ern Pacific Co. and Central Pacific Ry. 
Co. under Panama Canal Act in connec- 
tion with boats on Sacramento River 
and connecting waters; see decisions of 
I.. Cc: C.s p. 1378. 

Boat line control; application of S. P. 
Co. under Panama Canal Act in con- 
nection with operation of Pacific Mail 
Steamship Co.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 368. 

Boat line control; application of Erie R. 
R. Co. under Panama Canal Act in con- 
nection with Lake Keuka Navigation 
Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1277. 

Boat line control; application of Penn- 
sylvania Co. (case 6618) concerning 
operation of Pennsylvania-Ontario 
Transportation Co., and of Canadian 
Pacific Ry. Co. (case 6666) concerning 
same, under Panama Canal Act; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1180. 

Boat line control; application of Grand 
Trunk Ry. Co. under Panama Canal Act 
in connection with operation of Ontario 
Ferry Co., Ltd.; see decisions of I. C. 
C:; ‘p. 1181. 

Boat line control; application of B. R. & 
P. Ry. Co. under Panama Canal Act 
concerning operation of Ontaria Car 
Ferry Co., Ltd.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 1182. 

Boat line control; application of Grand 
Trunk Western under Panama Canal 
Act concerning operation of Grand 
Trunk Milwaukee Car Ferry Co.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1182. 

Boat line control; application of Ann 
Arbor R. R. Co. under Panama Canal 
Act in connection with car ferry boats 
on Lake Michigan; see decisions of I. 
C. G3. 2m 1281, 

Boat line control; application of Pere 
Marquette and Bessemer and Lake Erie 
R. R. companies under Panama Canal 
Act concerning car-ferry boats; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p.- 1191. 

Boat line control; application of South- 
ern Pacific Co. and Associated Oil Co. 
under Panama Canal Act in connection 
with oil steamers; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 1224, 

Boat line ownership; Georgia, ' Florida & 
Alabama Ry. Co. application under 
Panama Canal Act in connection with 
boat line between Carrabelle and Apa- 
lachicola; see decisions of I. C. C.: 
p. 1048. 




















Boat line ownership; Oregon-Washing- 
ton R. R. & Nav. Co. application under 
Panama Canal Act in connection with 
boat lines on Columbia and Willamette 
rivers, Lake Coeur D’Alene and Snake 
River; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1048. 


Boat line ownership; lake lines divorced 
from railroads; ‘‘Lake Line Applications 
Under Panama Canal Act;” see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1122. 


Boat line ownership; Southern Pacific 
application under Panama Canal Act 
in connection with ownership of schoon- 
er mamaans see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp. ; 


Boat line ownership; Spokane, Portland 
and Seattle ownership of the Dalles, Dp. 
Portland & Astoria Navigation Co.; 














Claims; offsett 


















































407. 


















































see decisions of I, C. C.; p. 816. p. 79 
Boat line ownership; application of Lake | Claims; 
Tahoe Ry. & Transportation Co.; see Dept.); p. 





decisions of I. C. C.; p. 763. 

Boiler inspection; bill passed by House 
(Washington Letter); p. 47. 

Bolts, excelsior; John W. Keogh vs. Minn- 
eapolis, St. Paul & Saute Ste Marie Ry. son; p 
Co.; same vs. C., St. P., M. and O. Ry. ~ ae 
Co.; see decisions of I. Cc. Gus m 387 141 

Bonner, Francis A.; communication on D. 281. 
protestants and publicity in Western 
rate hearing; p. 969. 

—e a se nae Section a (L. 

. V8. . S.); attorney-general con- 
fesses error in Supreme Court; p. 509. ee —_— 

Box cars; articles too long for (Legal 
Dept.); p. 133. 

Box shooks; California Pine Box & Lum- 
ber Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co.; 
see devisions of I. C. C.; p. 1350. 

Brick and tile; rates on brick and tile 
from Creighton and Deepwater, Mo.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 155. 

Brine in tank cars (Editorial); p. 1270; 
unreported opinion No. 2059 in I. and S. 
551; p. 1271; communication from A. 
L. Utermark; p. 1915. 

Broussard, Senator Robert F 
Who); p. 627. 

Bryan, W. J.; speaks at banquet of In- 
dianapolis Transportation Club; p. 334. 
Buescher, H. S.; general claim agent 
of Texas & Pacific Ry. Co.; p. 1212. 
Calves; Irvin Kibbe vs. ‘Abilene & South- 
ern Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. 



















































































sions of I. C. 


























sions of I. C. 
Class and com 


























Vicksburg Ry. 
ect.& sz - 





























cantile Co. et 
Co. et al.; see 
480. 




















; cantile Co. et 
(Who’s Co.: 

















p. 1383. 


























Commerce vs. 
































c. <a; wm. Fee. Sons et al. vs. 
pees; freight rate increase desired; p. 











Canadian shipments; application of Offi- 
cial Classification to (Legal Dept.); p 














fourth section 
sions of I. C. 
Class rates to 








Capacity; furnishing car of sufficient ca- 
pacity to move over connecting lines 
(Legal Dept.); p. 580. 

Car doors; shipper required to close after 
loading (Legal Dept.); p. 1082. vs. same; see 

Car ferry allowance at Cheboygan; see 869. 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 259. Classification; 

Car surpluses and shortages; for Feb. 1, 
p. 422; for March 1, p. 686; for April 1, 
p. 834; May 1, p. 1162; June 1, p. 1370. 

Carmalt, James W.; chief examiner for 










































































c£t..ck Sc: eh 






























































. 1146. . 
a. & ose De E 
Carriers; " connecting; actions against] ° Traffic Club; 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1364. Clay; 
Cement; cement rates from Duluth, to eastern poin 
Minn., Mason City and Des Moines, Ia., C.: p, Sie. 


























to stations on Midland Continental; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 211. 

Cement; cement rates between points in 
Illinois and points in Minnesota and] Coal: 
other states; see decisions of I. C. C.; Co. a al.: see 


p. 16. 1194. 








Coal: 

















C. Cc; p. 1338. 







































































Cement; rates from Salt Lake City, etc.,] Coal; 
to Butte, Mont., etc.; see decisions of I. Ry. Co.: 
C. C.: p. 873. Coal; 

Cereal foods; Kellogg Toasted Corn] Coal: Idaho Pub 
Flakes Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. vs. Oregon Sho 














et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 931. 
Chamberlain, Senator; attributes opposi- 
tion to river and harbor appropriations ply Co. vs. T 


























Chamberlin, C. D.; communication on 444, 
consolidated Oil rate cases; p. 325. Coal: U. 

Chandler, W. H.;: communication on Cum- 
mins’ amendment; p. 668. 

Chapman, C. T.; traffic manager Minne- 
apolis, St. Paul, Rochester & Dubuque; 





































































same; p. 565. 
Coal, bituminous; 








Cigarettes in fiber containers; complaint 
in Liggett & Meyers case; p. 1103. other points; 

Claims; reasonable time for filing (Legal p. 602. 
Dept.); p. 1363. Coal; Daly Coal 

Claims; time within which to file (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1417. C.: p. 818. 

Claims for refund of drayage (conference ] Coal; 
rulings); p. 1240. 

Claims, for shipments lost in nart; 

to file (Legal Dept.); p. 1030. 




































































time 











Wabash et al.; 
p. 928. 





Class and commodity; 


Class and commodity; 


address l 
and iron or steel tanks; see decisions 


R. R. Co. et al.; 


2 INDEX TO THE TRAFFIC WORLD—VOL. 


Claims; time within which to file (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1081. 


ing claims for damages 


against undercharges for freight (Legal 
Dept.); p. 327. 

Claims; time for filing not extended by 
ie of shipment (Legal Dept.); p. 
328 


Claims; effect on, of destruction of rec- 
ords (Legal Dept.); p. 407. 

Claims; time within which to file against 
express companies (Legal Dept.); p. 


Claims for damages; must be based on 
_ rate in effect (Legal Dept.),; p. 


Claims; method of filing (Legal Dept.); 
517. 

a_i manner of filing (Legal Dept.); 
“time within which to file (Legal 

Claims; adjustment on point of origin 
weights (Legal Dept.); p. 267. 

Claims; time within which to file (Legal 
Dept.); p. 234, 

Claims, — of; paper by E. C. Jep- 

Clark, Commissioner E. C. (Who’s Who); 


Class and commodity; rates to Salt Lake 
City, Utah, and other points; see deci- 


C.; p. 215. 


Class and commodity; freight rates be- 


in Minnesota via inter- 
and between points in 


Minnesota and other states; see deci- 


modity; ‘Lafayette, La., 


Chamber of Commerce vs. Alabama & 


Co. et al.; see decisions 


600. 

Coffeyville Mer- 
al. vs. M. K. & T. Ry. 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Coffeyville Mer- 
al. vs. M. K. & T. Ry. 


; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1341. 
Class rate scale revision in C. F. A.; 


Class rates; Freeport, Ill., Chamber of 


Cc. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. 


et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1115. 
Class rates to Beloit; 


H. Rosenblatt & 
Ann Arbor R. R. Co. et 


al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 650. 
Class rates from Memphis; 
Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. Louis, Iron 
975 : . Mountain & Southern et al.; 
a. 


Memphis 


portion of 
application 461; see deci- 


C.; p. 864. 
North Carolina; North 


Carolina Corporation Commission vs. 
Southern Ry. Go.; Odell Hardware Co. 


decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
plates, culverts 


545. 


Classifications, free copies of, to shippers; 


Clause, W. L.; eee before Pittsburgh 
p. 585. 
; rates on clay from points in Georgia 


ts; see decisions of I. C. 


Monon Coal Co. et al. vs. C. & E. 
I. R. R. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. 


San Toy Coal So. vs. A. C. & Y. Ry. 


decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


Reeves Coal Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. 
: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1230. 
see Illinois coal cases; 


p. 295. 
lic Utilities Commission 
rt Line R. R. Co. et al.; 


see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 394. 
Coal, coastwise movement of; Basin Sup- 


exarkana & Ft. Smith 


to railroad influence; p. 981. Ry. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; pD. 


S. Supreme Court decisions in 
cases of Northern Pacific Ry. Co., plain- 
tiff in error, vs. 
and Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. 
Marie Ry. Co., plaintiff in error, vs. 


State of N. Dakota, 


rates to Baltimore and 


see decisions of I. C. C.; 


Co. et al. ve. C. & A. 


see decisions of I. C. 


damages for defective tariff; E. I. 


Du _ Pont de Nemours Powder Co. vs. 
see decisions of I. C. C.; 





XV 


Coal; Campbells Creek Coal Co. vs. Ann 
Arbor R. R. Co. et al.; H. C. Dickin- 
son et al. vs. Somes; see decisions of 


Coal; switching charges on. coal and 
coke within the Chicago switching dis- 
trict; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 83. 

Coal; Crow’s Nest Pass Coal Co., Ltd., 
vs. Great Northern Ry. Co.; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 115. 

Coal car distribution; -McCaa Coal Co. 
vs. Coal & Coke Ry. Co.; Elliott Splint 
Coal Co. vs. same; Gilmer Consolidated 
Coal Co. vs. same; Queen Shoals Co. vs. 
same; Morris Fork Coal Co. vs. same; 
Elk Manor Coal Co. vs. same; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 536. 

Coal cars, failure to furnish; Vulcan Coal 
& Mining Co. vs. I. C. R. R. Co.; &t. 
Louis-Coulterville Coal Co. vs. same; 
Groom Coal Co. vs. same; see decisions 
of 1. C. C.; p. 424. 

Coal dumping charges; New England Coal 
& Coke Co. vs. N. & W. Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 543. 

Coke; Durham Coal & Iron Co. et al. vs. 
Central of Georgia Ry. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1133. 

Coke; Parlin & Orendorff Co. vs. C. C. C. 
& St. L. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 769. 

Coke; rates on coke from Chicago and 
Peoria, Ill., to St. Paul, Duluth and 
a points; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp. b 

Colton, Asa; communication on co-opera- 
tion; p. 227. 

Columbia Chamber of Commerce vs. 
Southern Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 156. 


Combination; lowest lawful rate (Legal 
Dept.); p. 974. 
Combination; lowest lawful rate (Legal 


Dept.); p. 795. 

Commerce Court and Senator Lafollette 
(Editorial); p. 253. 

ee Court; plan for revival; p. 


Commerce reports; pp. 187, 241, 276, 470, 
528, 591, 831, 852. 

Commission; need for greater speed in 
work (Washington Letter); p. 7. 

Commodities clause decision (Editorial) ; 
Pp. 1381; decision of Supreme Court in 
Lackawanna case; p. 1393. 

Commutation fares at Washington; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 764. 

Cominutation fares; discussion 
Commission; p. 1392. 

Company materials; transportation of, on 
— through route (Legal Dept.); 
p. f 


before 


COMPLAINTS FILED WITH THE IN- 
TERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIS- 
SION. 


Abel & Roberts, Lincoln, Neb., vs. 
Missouri Pacific et al. Paving brick. 
No. 7589; p. 


Acme Cement Plaster Ce. ve. C, BR 
Teak’ et al. Cement. No. 7998; p. 
Adler & Oberndorf, Chicago, vs. A. T. 
& S. F. Green salted hides, pelts, 
skins, green salted hide trimmings, 
scraps, tails, glue stock, cattle sinews, 
Switches, cracklings, grease-and tal- 
low. No. 7714, Sub. No. 2; p. 520. 
Advance Bedding Co., La Crosse, Wis., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Cotton linters. 

No. 7945; p. 1032. 
Advance Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Atlanta, Birmingham & At- 


lantic. Lumber. No. 7607; p. 183. 
Advance Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. S. A. L. et al. Lumber. No. 


7951; p. 1032. 

Aetna E'’xplosive Co., Inc., vs. Pitts- 
burgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. Louis 
Ry. et al. Black powder. No. 7889; 
p. 908. 

Aetna Explosive Co., 
burgh, Cincinnafi, 
Louis Ry. et al. 
No. 7890; p. 908. 

Alamo Iron Works, 
xz. BR. of al. 
7707; p. 332. 

Alamo lron Works, San Antonio, Tex., 
vs. New York, Ontario & Western et 
al. Machinery. No. 7757; p. 464. 

Alexander, M. S., et al., Minnesota and 
elsewhere, vs. C. & N. W. et al. Coal. 
No. 8033; p. 1256. 

Algus, S. T., New Orleans, vs. Illinois 
Central et al.. Box material. No. 
7650; p. 184. 

Allen Mfg. Co. et‘al., Nashville, Tenn., 
vs. L. & N. et al. Pig iron. No. 
7864; p. 843. 


Ine., vs. Pitts- 
Chicago & St. 
Black powder. 


San Antonio, vs. 
Structural steel. No. 
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Allen’s, N. R., Sons Co., Kenosha, Wis., 
vs & 2F et. al. Reparation for 
SeenON No, 7583, Sub No. 9; Dp. 
020. 


American Brewing ‘Co., Great Falls, 
Mont., vs. Gt. Nor. Ry. Co. et al. 
me eee brewers’ grits. No. 7888; 
p. 908. 


American Carriage Co. et al., Cincin- 
nati, vs. Ann Arbor et al, Vehicles. 
No. 7982; p. 1084. 

American Land, Timber & Stave Co., 
Chicago, vs. St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco et al. Staves and headings. 
No. 7648; p. 184. 

American Lumber & Export Co., Bir- 
mingham, Ala., vs. Alabama, Ten- 
nessee & Northern et al. Lumber. 
No. 8066; p. 1367. 

American National Live Stock Ass’n 
and National Wool Growers’ Ass’n Vs. 
Oregon Short Line et al. Hogs. No. 
7790; p. 583. 


American Pearl Button Co., Washing- 
ton, Iowa, vs. C. B. & Q. Slack coal. 
No. 8003; p. 1208, 


American Pearl Button as Washing- 
ton, Iowa, vs. N. C. gt. L. et al. 
Mussel shells. No. Soi p. 1162. 

American Pearl Button Co., Washing- 
ton, Iowa, vs. Illinois Central B.. -R. 
7 Musse! shells. No. 7990; p. 

American Refining Co., Okmulgee, Okla., 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Petroleum 
tailings. No. 8051; p. 1301. 

American Refining Co., Okmulgee, Okla., 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Petroleum 
tailings. No. 8043; p. 1301. 

American Refining Co., Okmulgee, Okla., 
".. = @.7.. Be "Co. et al. Pe- 
troleum tailings. No. 8084; p. 1421. 

American Stove Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs. 
A =. & S. F. Stoves. No. 7583, 
Sub No. 12; p. 843. 

American Tobacco Co. vs. Louisville & 
Nashville et al. Leaf tobacco. No. 
7811; p. 635. 

Anderson-Tu!lly Lumber Co., Memphis, 
Tenn., and the Mississippi Veneer & 
Lumber Co. Cedars. Mississippi vs. 
Illinois Central et al. Gum _ wood. 
No. 8065; p. 1367. 

Andrews Brothers et al., Pittsburgh, vs. 
P. R. R. & Union Fruit Auction Co. 
Fruit and produce. No. 7601; p. 182. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Ore and con- 
centrates. No. 7915; p. 909. 

Arizona Stores Co., Kingman, Ariz., 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe. 
Flour. No. 7678; p. 270. 

Arnold, C. F., & Co., Kansas City, Mo., 
vs. Kansas Citv Southern et al. Hay. 
No. 7765; p. 520. 

Atlantic Ice & Coal Corporation, At- 
lanta, Ga., vs. Cincinnati, N. O. & 
Tex. Pac. Ice. No. 7641; p. 184. 

Augusta (Ga.) Veneer Co. vs. Southern 
Ry. et al. Veneer. No. 7794: p. 583. 

Baer Bros. Mercantile Co.. Salt Lake 
City, Utah, vs. Petaluma & Santa 
Rosa Ry. Co. Empty wooden wine 
barrels. No. 7935; p. 978. 

Baker & Hamilton, San Francisco and 
Los Angeles. vs. Atchison. Switching 
case. No. 7585, Sub. No. 5; p. 271. 

Baker & Hamilton, San Francisco and 
Los Angeles vs. San Pedro, Los An- 
geles & Salt Lake. Reparation under 
the Los Angeles case. No. 7597, Sub. 
No. 8: wo. 274. 

Baker & Hamilton vs. Western Pacific. 
a No. 7583, Sub. No. 7; 


271. 

nian Wakefield Cypress Co., Ltd., 
Plattenville, La., vs. T. & P. et al. 
Cvpress shingles. No. 7647: p. 184. 

Balfour Quarry Co., Asheville, N. C., 
vs. Southern. Crushed stone. No. 
7663; p. 270. — 

Baltimore Chamber of Commerce vs. 
B. & O. et al. Flour, feed, hay and 
straw. No. 7844; p. 844. 

Baltimore Chamber of Commerce vs. 
B. & O. et al. F'our. feed, hay and 
straw. No. 7884: p. 844. 

S. Ban Co., Portland, Ore., and Denver, 
Colo.. vs. Denver & Rio Grande et al. 
Asiatic rice. No. 7797: p. 583. 

Barber Asphalt Co. et al. vs. Southern 
Pacific. Switching. No. 7597: p. 184. 

Battle Creek (Mich.) Chamber of Com- 
merce. Kalamazoo Commercial Club 
and Michican Paper Mills Traffic 
Ass’n vs. Pa. Co. et al. Coal. No. 
7668: p. 270. 

Baxter. G. S., & Co.. Pensacola, Fla, 
vs. Florida, Alabama & Gulf et al. 
Cross ties. No. 8045: n. 1301. . 

Baxter, G. S.. & Co., vs. L. & N. Cross 
ties. No. 8046; p. 1301. 





Beall & Co. and Hobson-Feenaughty, 
Portland, Ore., vs. Spokane P. & S. 
Ry. Co. et al. Steam shovels. - No. 
8047; p. 1301. 

Beall & Co. et al., Portland, Ore., vs. 
Oregon-Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. 
et al. Kettles and tanks. No. 8072; 
p. 1567. 

Beaver Valley Milling Co., Des Moines 
Elevator Co. et al., Des Moines, Iowa, 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe. 
Grain. No. 7809; p. 635. 

Beaver Valley Pot Co. et al.; Rochester, 
Pa., and elsewhere, vs. Baltimore & 
Ohio et al. Broken tank block and 
broken pot shells. No. 7863; p. 843. 


Bedna Young Lumber Co., Jackson, 
Tenn., vs. [linois Central et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8032; p. 1255. 

Beekman Lumber Co., Kansas City, vs. 
St. L. I. M. & S. Ry. Lumber, No. 
7989; p. 1162. 

Benjamin, Alfred H., New York, Mon- 
tevideo & Buenos Aires, vs. N. Y. 
Central et al. Chilled meats. No. 
7735, Sub. No. 1; p. 520. 

Benjamin Electric Mfg. Co., Chicago, 
vs. Atchison et al. Iron flanges, No. 
7819; p. 635. 

Benjamin Electric Mfg. Co., Chicago, 
Ill., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Electric 
reflectors. No. 7812; p. 635. 

Bennett & Son et al., Manassas & Cul- 
peper, Va., vs. Chesapeake & Ohio 
et al. Bituminous coal. No. 7774; p. 
583. 

Berry Coal & Coke Co., Chicago, IIl., 
vs. Chicago & Northwestern et al. 
Soft coal. No. 7813; p. 635. 

Bewley Mills et al., Fort Worth, Tex., 
and elsewhere, vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Grain. No. 7871; p. 844. 


Bidd Brick Co., Macon, Ga., vs. Central 
of Ga. Ry. Co. et al. Scrap iron. 
No. 7881; p. 844. 


Black and White River Transportation 
Co., Newport, Ark., vs. Missouri Pa- 
= et al. Lumber. No. 7682; p. 

a. 

Blackwell Lumber Co., Coeur d’Alene, 
Idaho, vs. Missouri Pacific et al 
Lumber. No, 8063; p. 1367. 


Board of Trade of the City of Chicagu 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Grain. No. 
7938; p. 978. 


Boston Brick Co., Inc., Boston, vs. Bos- 
ton & Maine et al. Common building 
brick. No. 7786; p. 583. 


ae Brick Co., Boston, Mass., vs. 
& M. et al. Common brick. No. 
7661" p. 270. 

Bowie Lumber Co., Bowie, La., vs. 
Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. & S. S. Co. 
Milling. No. 7858; p. 798. 

Bowles & Rogers, Chicago, vs. A. T. & 
S. F. et al. Green salted hides. No. 
7714, Sub. No. 4; p. 520. 

Boyd, Count R., Nashville, Tenn., vs. 
Ala., Tenn. & Nor. et al. Yellow pine 
lumber. No. 7936; p. 978. 

Bradley, E. C., Lumber Co., Cincinnati, 
O., vs. N. O. G. N. R. R. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8087; p 1421. 

Bradley Timber Ry. & Supply Co. vs. 
Minnesota & International et al. 
Spruce pulpwood. No. 7709; p. 332. 

Bradley Timber & Railway Supply wo 
Duluth, Minn., vs. M., St. P. & S. 
M. et al. Lumber, No. 7655; p. 70. 

Brecht Co., St. Louis, vs. Southern et ai, 
Butchers’ blocks. No. 7717; p. 332. 

Briggs & Turivas, Chicago, Ill., vs. C. 
& N. W. Ry. Co. et al. Scrap iron. 
No. 7886; p. 908. 


; ni & Turivas, Chicago, Ill., vs. C. 


. W. Co. et al. Scrap iron. No. 
7886; p. 908. 

Bristo!l, Tenn., Door & Lumber Co., vs. 
Southern et al. Building materia. 
No. 7705; p. 332. 

Broderick & Bascom Rope Co., St. 
Louis, vs. L. & N. et al. Iron and 
steel wire rope. No. 7866; p. 844. 

Brody. F., & Sons Co., Des Moines, 
Iowa, vs. S. A. L. et al. Cotton piece 
goods. No. 8002; p. 1208. 

Brooks, W. R., Coal Co., doing busi- 
ness as Interstate Salt Co.. Lincoln, 
Neb., vs. Wabash et al. Salt. No. 
7718; p. 410. 

Brooks, W. R., Coal Co., Corp., as Inter- 
state Salt Co., Lincoln, Neb., vs. Chi- 
cago, Rock Island & Pacific et al. 
Salt. No. 7741; p. 411. 

Brown Bros. Lumber Co., Rhinelander, 
Wis., vs. C. & N. W. Lumber. No. 
7660; p. 411. 
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Brown, L. L., Paper Co., Adams, Mass., 
vs. Boston & Albany et al. Paper. 
No. 7574; p. 97. 

Brown-Roberts Hardware & Supply Co., 
Ltd., Alexandria, La., vs. Ala. & 
Vicks. Ry. Co. et al. Farm wagons. 
No. 7680; p. 331. 4 

Bruner, Owen N., Co., Philadelphia, Pa., 
et al. vs. So. Ry. Co. et al. Lumber. 
No. 7943; p. 1032. 

Buffalo Union Furnace Co. & Wickwire 
Steel Co., Buffalo & Tonawanda, vs. 
Buttalo & Susquehanna et al. Cou: 
and coke. No. 7769; p. 520. 


Burke Tanning Co., Morganton, N. C., 
and Grasselli Chemical Co., Cleveland, 
O., and Grasselli, Ala., vs. Ala. Great 
Southern et al. Sulphuric acid. No. 
7846; p. 743. 

Bush Terminal R. R. Co. vs. N. Y. C. 
et al. Joint rates. No. 8041; p. 1301. 

Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. 
Cc. B. & Q. et al. Boots and shoes. 
No. 7695; p. 331. 

Business Men's League of St. Louis vs. 
A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. Class 
and commodity rates and passenger 
fares. No. 8083; p. 1421. 

Butler, J. W., Paper Co., Chicago, vs. 
Canadian Pacific et al. News print 
paper. No. 7855; p. 798. 

Caders Sturtevant Co., Omaha, Nepb., 
vs. C. & N. W. et al. Corn. No. 
8056; p. 1301. 

California Fruit Canners’ <Ass’n, San 
Francisco. Switching. No. 7583, Sub. 
No. 10; p. 684. 

California Portland Cement Co., Inc., 
Los Angeles, vs. N. Y. Central et al. 
Wire cement bag ties. No. 7558, Sub. 
No. 1; p. 411. 

Campbeil. A. R., Richwood, W. Va., vs. 
Pa. Ry. Co. et al. Hay. No. 7742, 


Carsh, Charles, Winslow, Ariz.,_ vs. 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe. Flou:. 
No. 7678, Sub. No. 1; p. 271. 

Carrier Lumber & Mfg. Co., Sardis, 
Miss., vs. Illinois Central et al. Lurn- 
ber. No. 8071; p. 1267. 

Carriers .west of the Missouri River, 
cars transported as freight upon their 
own wheels. No. 8061; p. 1367. 

Cartercar Co. et al. vs. Grand Trunk 
of Canada et al. Coal. No. 7669; 
p. 270. 

Case, Thorne, Neale & Co. vs. Wabash 
Do 2. WN. ¥. €.,.. Cc. BP: & Be. de, 
cS = ‘& P. Freight charges. No. 
7747; p. 743. 

Cataract Refining & Mfg. Co., Buffalo, 
N. Y., vs. A. T. & 8S. F. et al. Pe- 
troleum grease, No. 8076: p. 1421. 

Cattle Raisers and Stock Yards Ass’n, 
El Paso, Tex., vs. E. P. & S. W. et al. 
Contracts. No. 7684; p. 331. 

Centennial School Supp!y Co.. Grand 
Rapids, Mich., vs. Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe. School furniture. No. 
7671; p. 270. 

Cex-O-Cide Chemical Co., Dallas, Tex., 
vs. Tex. & Pac. Ry. Co. et al. 
eaety carbide cans. No. 7912; p. 

Chamber of Commerce of Elberton, Ga.,, 
et al. vs. Central of Georgia Ry. Co. 
et al. Rice, sugar and molasses. No. 
7681; pv. 331. 

Chamber of Commerce of Johnson City, 
Tenn., vs. Southern Ry. et al. Dis- 
criminatorv rates. No. 7865: p. 844. 

Chanute Refining Co., Chanute, Kan., 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Empty tank 
ears. No. 7643; p. 184. 

Chapin & Co. vs. C. I. & L. et al. Dis- 
tillers’ dried grains. No. 7688: p. 464. 
Charleston & Norfolk S. S. Co.. Charles- 
ton, S. C., vs. C. & O. Rv. Co. et al. 
Proportional rate. No. 8081: p. 1421. 
Chattahoochee Lumber Co., Lela, Ga., 
vs. A. C. L. R. R. et al. Lumber. No. 

7917; p. 909. 

Chautauoua Refrigeration Co. vs, Erie 
R. R. Ice. No. 7873: p. 844. 

Chautauqua Refrigeration Co. vs. Erie 
R. Iee. No. 7873: p. 844. 

Cheese Dealers’ Assn. Co., 
Lac, Wis., vs. B. & O. et al. Cheese. 
No. 7988; p. 1162. 

Cheese Dealers’ Assn. Co., Fond du Lac, 
Wis., vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Cheese. 
No. 7987; p. 1162. 

Chicago Lumber & Coal Co., East St. 
Louis, vs. Morgan’s I~ & T. R. R. & 
S. S. Co. et al. Lumber. No. 7652; 


Cc. M. & St. P. vs. Great Northern. 
Passenger rates. No. 7766: p. 520. 

Christy & Huggins Co., Murvhvysboro, 
Tenn.. vs. N. C. & St. L. Coal. No. 
8031; p. 1255. 
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Citizen Lumber _Co., Ames, Iowa, vs. }| Crown Williamette Paper Co., San] Eastern Shore of Virginia Produce Ex- Gallow 
Cc. R. Ils& P. et al. Tarred fen Francisco, vs. A. T. & S. F. Switch- change vs. N. Y. P. & N. R. R. Co. Ala., 
building paper. No. 7928; p. 977. ~~ charges, No. 7597, Sub, No. 10; et al. Vegetables and berries, No. al. 

City of Clarksdale, Miss., et al. vs. Tu. 520. 8039; p. 1301. Gambl 
Cent. et al. Bituminous coal, No. Crystal Carbonating Co., Mason City, ‘Eastern Shore of Virginia Produce Ex- Min! 
7948; p. 1032. Ia., vs. Mich. Cent. & C. & N. W. change, Onley, Va., vs. N. Y. P. & N. al, 

City of Los Angeles vs, A. T. & S. F. et Auto. No. 7622; p. 183. et al. Potatoes. "No. 8075; p. 1421. Garde: 
al. Switching; No. 7597, Sub. No. ¥. | Cumberland Glass Mfg. Co., Bridgeton, | Elaterite Paint Co., Des Moines, Ia., vs. Y.. 

Clark-Danforth Handle Co., Cairo, IIl., . J. vs. P. R. R. et al, Glass bot- Cc. R. I & P. Asphalt in drums. No. ing 
vs. Mobile & Ohio. Logs and billets. tles. No. 7699; p. 331. 7582; p. 137. isel 
No. 7782; p. 583. Cumberland Transportation Co., Burn- Elden, R. W., Central Point, Ore., Fer- Ge ae 

Clark-Danforth Handle Co., Cairo, IIl., side, Ky., vs. C. N. O. & T. P. et al. tilizer. No. 7927; p. 977. ag 
a ae web. Ne 1: aa wae billets. 2 ae route and joint rate. No. Wmpire oo Werks and yranity on - ° 

oO. 4 u o Pp 04; p. le orks, eno, a., 28 attesville, ener 

Clarkson Coal & Dock Co., Duluth, vs. Curl, w A., Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. Wis., vs. New York Central et al. Yor 
Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. San Pedro. Los Angeles & Salt Lake Petroleum. No. 7992; p. 1162. No. 

ane. Ge. O° oe =. ~ ae Passenger ticket. No, 7563; Magionert ane, SS an e.. Gergn 
oninger, m. ls, & prings, 1ex., Dp. V4. ashville, attanooga 2 St. et 
oa a £™. * al, Pine lum-| palaporte, George, Estate of, vs. S. P. Louis Ry. Rough cast iron. No. 7743; No. 

Coal Operators’ “traffic Bureau, St os a ee WET ol ieee Co, Seams Cat. v0 -_ 

. ’ ° u Oo : i a Vey , “. . 
saute, ee & 0. S. W. Coal. No} panas (Tex.) Denentor of Commerce Southern Pacific. Unreasonable rate. bur 

Coal Sa Rnennael ecii, tei ae Freight Bureau and Ft. Worth Freignt No. 7706; p. 332. 2:4 
a Mo., vs. B. & O. S. W . Coal Bureau vs. A, T. & S. F. et al. Com- Famechon, J. C., Co., and North Godd: 
and coke Me 7868: "944 . modity rates. No. 7628; p. 183. Branch Mercantile Co., Minneapolis, and 

Coffeyville (Kan.) Vitrified Brick & Dare —— e ea “. 7 ° aoe vs. ae Se et 7 Re- — 

n . vs. orfo outhern . - et al. rigertor cars. oO. ; Be ‘ ' 

doen; 905 M. P. et al. Brick. No. puumber. on eae 2. 1421. aa Fargo SN 2” Foundry Co, vs. North- Goad 
PP , ; arling ‘oO nion Stoc ards, 1- ern Pacific. and, oO. -_ é a 

re. ee 2 2 >> o- cago, vs. P. C. C. & St. L. Fertilizer. | Farmers’ Cotton Oil & Fertilizer Co., Tel 

et al Brick No. 7968: 1033 “ No. 7923; Pp. 977. Huntsville, Ala., vs. N. C. & St. L. pre 

Coffeyville (Kan.) Vitrified Brick & Tite | Darragh Co., Little Rock, vs. Rock Cottonseed. No. 7588; p. 137. 844 
Co — MP. etal Brick. No 71900, Island et al. Grain and "grain prod- Federal Sugar Refining Co, Clyde Gold 

“909. oe 7 " ° ucts. No. 7847; p. 798. Steamship Co., Southern & Georgia fol! 

Gils. Pet Ca. Wemebun, Gh Dart, J. A., Richmond, Va.. ve. L. & N. R. x. Sugar, No, 7567, Sub. No. 2; oan 

‘¢ ; =on, . R. Co. et al, obacco. No. 7918; p. 5, old 

D. 137. ee a okies a Co., Moline, Ill s. C. M. & gre nae aaa “uae Ne as 
v yeahs = b -» VS. - -~ 5 ° ° 

bg Re oy oat: = ae aie P. apenas and lumber. No. welds "S 3 Refini Cc N York om 

° ‘ = 7 ; 3; Pp. 909. ederal Sugar Refining Co.. ew Yor a 

es et al. Coal. No. 7691; p. Des ee — & Aue we oe ae ———- aoe aul 
es Moines, Iowa, vs. n iver an outhern Ry. ugar, 0. 7567; rak 

eT te ee ros Northeastern Ry. Co. et al. Cotton p. 33. Ca 

Steel castings. No. 7629: p. — — No. 8002, Sub. No. 1; p. —— a moms o>. w. ae all 

di 55. eamship Co. of Savannah an en- rai 

Colorado Tent & Awning Co., Denver, Detmer Woolen Co., New York, vs. Le- tral of Ga. Sugar. No. 7567, Sub. AI 
vs. Denver & Rio Grande et al. Bales hich Valley t 1 s ] d N 3: p. 33 Ne 
of cotton fabric. No. 7568; p. 33. nen vouey SF at. ample cards. NO. 3; DP. dd. : . 

Columbia Malting Co. et al, Chicago No. 7770: p. 520. Federal Sugar Refining Co., New York, Gral 
and. elsewhere, vs. N. Y¥. Gentral et | Detroit (Mich.) Coal Co. vs. Mich, Cent. vs. Old Dominion S. S. Co. et al m 
al. Malt. No. 7768: p 520 oa. coke and iron ore. No. 7760; p. a No. el. em SS a, = on 
a ms ree and Se aaa acl be edera ugar Refining Co., New York, ra 

—— oe oe yam ey. ys. | Detroit Coal Exchange and_ Builders’ vs. Old Dominion S. S. Co. et al. et 
troleum. No. 7810: p. 635 P & Traders’ Exchange of Detroit_ vs. Sugar. No. 7567, Sub. No. 5. s Gra; 

jammies” Gidly ak Pouluth — Grand Trunk, Western et al. Coal.| Fish, S. T., & Co., Chicago, vs. Atchi- M 
Fork & International et al. Class No. 7527. Sub. No. 1; p. 32. son, Topeka & Santa Fe et al. Can- Li 
and commoditv rates No "7845: Detroit (Mich.) Stove Works vs. Wa- taloupe. No. 7753: p. 464. Grif 
743 ; . 3 : oa. a =... a > 184. 7. > i & Co., a"? e ae. aa * 

" ; illtown Smokeless Coa 0., illtown, oard Air ine et a egetables. No. 1 
we oe eo oe eS Pa.. vs. BR. & P.R.R. “Coal, No.| 7720: p41. Has 

“ , ot Kad . e >; p. 1208. sher 4 o.. Fisherville, ass., vs. 
aa ee Dinsmore. T.-M. & Co.. Baltimore, Ma., N. Y.N. H. & H. Cloth, “No. 7956; a 
aad . vs, adelphia, B. < ay. No. p. a 

we oe See ae 8 Fissell, W. H., & Co., New York City, R 
ete “No 7608: p 183. , ; Dodd - eo _ jaemee, ao ve 7 - oO. +> Contractor’s outfit. -. 

eS <a : vs. a. * - Co. et al, eel wire. oO. 22; Dp. , a 

Cen Cae) Ceara i and No. 7901: p. 909. Florence Wagon Works, Florence, Ala., & 
Vicksburg “et al. Preferential rates. Dodd & Struthers. Des Moines, Iowa, vs. Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & a 
No. 7722; p. 410. a. a Co. Steel wire. No. oe ae Co. Iron chain. No. 7565; wn 

ge . Pp. . a 

So. eee a ———— Dorris Motor Car Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs. Ford Motor Co., Detroit. vs. New York A 
natory-rates. No. 7606; p. 183 Wabash R. R. Co. et al. Steel stamv- Central et al. Vehicle fenders, No. a. 

Connor Lumber & Land Co... Laona ings and auto frame parts. No. 8055; 7415, Sub. No. 4; p. 583. Ha 
Wis., vs. Great Northern et al. Lum- p. 1301. Ford Motor Co., Detroit, vs. Lake Shore C 
ber, lath forest products No 7780: Dow Chemical Co., Midland. Mich., vs. & Michigan Southern et al. Motor } 
p. 583. oo ’ a cnt. R. et al. Drugs. No. ot eee. a ri» =... Hs 
7 : 7 ; wp. 583. ores umber Cq., Pittsburgh, Pa., vs. 

CU eee a Re thorn ona’ | Drake’ Marble & Tile Co.. St. Paul. Morgantown & Kingwood et al. Lum- D 
Lumber “Jath forest products No. Minn.. vs. C. St. P. M, & O. et al. ber. No. 7686; p. 331. Ha 
7780, Sub. No: 1; p. 583 : . Tile No. 8042; p. 1301. Fort Dodge (Iowa) Brick & Tile Co. vs. T 

Connor Lumber & ‘Land Co.. Laona Drake Marble & Tile Co., St. Paul, C. I. & L. Ry. et al. Screening coal. 7 
and Marshfield, Wis., vs. Akron, Can- Minn.. vs. Chicago Great Western et No, 7594; p. 137. Ha 
ton & Youngstown et al. Lumber. al. Building stone. No, 7713: p. 332.] Fort Worth Freight Bureau vs. Abilene I 
No. 7965; p. 1032 ; Duffney Brick Co. et al., Mechanicsville, & Southern et_al. Wheat, corn and € 

Consolidated Fuel Co. and the Castle N. Y.. vs. Boston & Maine. Brick. other grains. No. 7599; p. 182. 7 
Valley Fuel Co.. Hiawatha. Utah & No. 7598: p. 183. Frankfeld, Bb., & Co., New York, vs. He 
Mohrland, Utah, vs. A. T. & S. F Duffney Brick Co.. Inc.. et al., Me- New York Central et al. Refrigerator s 
Coal. No. 7933; p. 978. lia chanicsville and Troy, N. Y.. vs. Bos- cars. ‘No. 7733; p. 410. ; ] 

Continental Can ‘Co. et al., Baltimore, ton & Maine et al. Common brick. Freight Adjusted Stearing Committee He 
Md., vs. Baltimore & Ohio et al. Tin No. 7696; p 331. of Charleston, S. C., vs. C. N. O. & ’ 
cans. No. 7891; p. 908 : Duluth Log Co., Duluth, vs. Minneap- T. P. Ry. Co, et al. Class and com- d 

Continental Can Co.. Baitimore, vs. At- olis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie et modity rates. No. 8082; p. 1421. He 
lantic City R. R.’ et al. Empty tin al. Posts. No. 7723: p. 419. Freight Bureau, Chamber of Commerce, ' 
cans. No. 7626; p. 183. , Du'nth Tog Co.. Duluth, vs. Minneap- Macon, Ga., vs. Cent. of Ga. et al. 

Continental Can Co. et al., Baltimore, olis, St. Paul & Sault Ste. Marie Steel, No. 8055; n. 1301, Hi 
Md., vs. Baltimore & Ohio et 4. et al. Logs. No. 7679: n. 271. Friend, Charles, & Co., Chicago, vs. 

Cans. No. 7891; p. 908. Dunham. Carrigan & Havden Co., San A. T. & S. F. et al. Green salted 

Cotterill, Jos. W., Lumber Co., Pitts- Francisco. vs. Southern Pacific. Agri- hides, pelts. No. 7714, Sub. No. 3; H 
burgh, Pa., vs. Morgantown & Kings- eultural imolements. No. 7583, Sub. p. 520, 
wood R. R. Co. Lumber, No, 7930; vp. No, 18; p. 1162. Froslee, T. H.. Vining, Minn.,_ vs. H 
978. sae a 2 eerten, > sap aga og Oy ae ae we 

Son, ; s be Jestern acifie v. “Co. Switching grain. Yo. 7656. Sub. No? 1; p. 270. 

a, % 2 Dn ne 2 aia case. No. 7583, Sub. No. 19; p. =o J. is o. nana ge E. B., H 
No. 7478, Sub. No. 1; 33. 2. vs. merican Express Co, sStraw- 

Crook, Son, & Co., vs. * Seat et au. Dunham, Carrigan & Havden Co. vs. berries. No. 8069; p. 1367. 

Logs. No. 7471, Sub. No. 1; p. 33. A. T & S. F_ Switchine charges.| Gaddis & Perry Co., Kingman, Ariz.. vs. H 

Crown-Columbia Paper Co., Camas & No. 7583. Sub. No. 20: p. 1162. Atchison, Toveka & Santa Fe. Flom 
Ore City, Ore., vs. Ore.-Wash. R. R. East St. Louis Cotton Co. vs. St. Louis and corn meal No. 7678, Sub. No. 2; 

& Nav. Co. Paper. No. 7740; p. 411. & San Francisen R. R. Cottonseed. Pp. 271. Bs 

Crown Williamette Paper Co., San No. 7966; p. 1033. Ga'ligher Machinery Co., Salt Lake 
Francisco, vs. Southern Pacific et al. Eastern & Western Tiumber Co., Port- City. Utah, vs. B. & O. S. W. R. R. H 


Machinery and printing presses. No. 


7758; p. 464, iand, Ore., vs. Southern Pacific et al. 


et al. Mining machinery. No. 8080; 
Fir lumber. No. 7801; p. 583. . 


p. 1421 
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Galloway Coal Co. et al., Carbon Hill, 
Ala., vs. Alabama Great Southern et 
al. Coal. No. 7702; p. 331. 


Gamble-Robinson Co., Minneapolis, 
Minn., vs. Chicago & Eastern Ill. et 
al, Watermelons. No. 7620; p. 183. 


Garden City Sand Co., Chicago, vs. N. 
Y., Chicago & St. Louis et al. Mold- 
ing sand, No. 7729; p. 410. 


Geisel, A., Mfg. Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs. 
Southern Pacific. Switching charges. 
No. 7597, Sub. No. 19; p. 1421. 


Generai Equipment Co., The, New 
York, vs. A. C. L. Empty box cars. 
No. 7748; p. 464. 


Gergman, Paul, St. Louis, vs. Ill. Cent. 
et al. E'xcessive passenger rates. 
No. 7638; p. 184. 

Globe Soap Co., St. Bernard and Cin- 
cinnati, O., vs. Alabama & Vicks- 
burg et al. Soap. No. 8011, Sub. No. 
1; p. 1367. 

Goddard Pickle & Preserve Co., Ogden 
and Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. II. 
Terminal R. R. Co. et al. Pickles. 
No. 7875; p. 844. 

Goddard Pickle & Preserve Co., Ogden 
and Salt Lake City, Utah, vs. IIl. 
Terminal R. R. Co. et al. Pickles, 
ee bottles, etc. No. 7875; p. 

Goldcamp Mill Co., Ironton, O., vs. Nor- 
folk & Western Ry. Grain and grain 
products. No. 8025; p. 1208. 

Golden & Co., Washington, D. C., vs. 
Adams Exp. Co. et al. Cream. No. 
7654; p. 270, 

Goodman Mfg. Co., Chicago, IIl., vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. Locomotive wheels 
and axles. No. 7993; p. 1162. 

Graham Paper Co., St. Louis, Mo., vs. 
Canadian Pacific et al. News print 
paper. No, 7972; p. 1084. 

Grainger, J., & Co., Lincoln, Neb., vs. 
American Express Co. et al. Re-icing, 
No. 7870; p. 844. 

Grand Rapids (Mich.) Ass’n of Com- 
merce et al. vs. Ann Arbor et al. 
Coal. No. 7662; p. 270. 

Graustein, Ida S., vs. Boston & Matne 
et al. Milk. No. 7788; p. 583. 

Gray, C. L.. Lumber Co., Meridian, 
Miss., vs. Ala., Tenn. & Nor. et al. 
Lumber. No. 7919; p. 977 

Griffin, A. T., Mfg. Co. et al. vs. South- 
ern et al. Window glass. No. 754v, 
Sub. No. 3; p. 583. 

Haarmann Vinegar & Pickle Co., 
Omaha, Neb., vs. C.-R. I. & P. Ap- 
ples. No. 8052; p. 1301. 

Hagenburg, Frank, Chicago, vs. Belt 
Ry. Co. et al. Hides, grease stock 
and tallow. No. 7714; p. 332. 

Hall Mfg. Co., Monticello, Ia., vs. C. M. 
& St. P. et al. Vehicle parts and 
nee implements. No, 8044; p. 

Hammer, Thomas B., Philadelphia, vs. 
Atlantic Coast Line et al. Lumber. 
No. 7841; p. 743. 

Hanna Mfg. Co., Oskaloosa, Ia., vs. 
Central Vt. et al. Cotton piece godds, 
No. 7906; p. 909. 

Hanna Mfg. Co., Oskaloosa, Ia., vs. Cen- 
tral Vt. et al. Cotton piece goods. 
No. 7906; p. 909. 

Hardison, W. T. & Co., Nashville, vs. 
Pa. R. R. Co. et al. Fire brick. No. 
7783: p. 583. 

Hardwood Package Co., Marcus Hook, 
Pa., vs. New River, Holston & West- 
ern R. R. et al. Oak staves. No. 
7785; p. 583. 

Harris, F. E., Los Angeles, Cal., vs. 
Southern Pacific. Switching charges. 
No. 7206, Sub. No. 8; p. 136. 

Havana Metal Wheel Co., Havana, IIl., 
vs. C. P. & St. L. et al. Lumber. 
No. 7970; p. 1162. 

Headley Lumber Co., Lexington, Ky., 
vs. New Orleans Great Northern et 
al. Lumber. No. 7666; p. 270. 

Heaoon, H. A., Ackerman, Miss., and 
Chicago, I'l, vs. Illinois Central. Ve- 
hicles. No. 7674; p. 270. 

Heider Mfg. Co., Carroll, Iowa, vs. C. & 
N. W. Bar steel. No. 7732: p. 410. 
Heider Mfe. Co., Carroll, Iowa, vs. 
Elgin, Joliet & Eastern et al. Bar 
steel. No. 7731, Sub. No. 1; p. 410. 

Heider Mfg. Co., Carroll, Iowa. vs. 
Pa. Co. et al. Washers and boits. 
No. 7731; p.. 410. 

Heider Mfg. Co., Carroll, Iowa, vs. Chi- 
eago, Great Western. Commodity 


rates. No. 7616. Sub. No. 1; p. 798. 
Heider Mfg. Co., Carroll. Iowa. vs. B. & 
O. et al. Forgings. No. 7636; p. 183. 
Heider Mfg. Co.. Carroll, Towa, vs. Chi- 
caro Great Western. Castings. No. 
7616; p. 183. 


Heider Mfg. Co. and Iowa Vale Co., 
Carroll and Oskaloosa, Iowa, vs. Chi- 
cago Great Western et al. Agricul- 
tural implements. No. 7829; p. 684. 


Henderson, William, New Orleans, vs. 
Morgan’s I. & T. R. R. & S. S. Co. 
et ail. Blackstrap. No. 7856; p. 798. 

Henderson (Ky.) Cotton Mills vs. Louis- 
ville & Nashville et al. Cotton piece 
goods. No. 7971; p. 1033. 


Herb Bros. & Martin, Pittsburgh, Pa., 
vs. P. C. C. & St. L. Bran, No 

7701; p. 331. 

Herdsocg Mfg. Co. et al., Ottumwa, Ia., 
vs. N. C. & C. St. L. et al. Cotton 
nenery and cotton bagging. No. 7953; 
Pp. oe. 


Herrick Refrigerator & Cold Storage 
Co., Waterloo, Ia., et al. vs. C. & N. 
W. Co. et al. Mineral wool. No. 7872; 
p. 844, , 

Herrick Refrigerator and Cold Storage 
Co., Waterloo, lowa, et al. vs. C. & 
N. W. Co. et al. Mineral wool. No. 
7872; p. 844. 

Hettier, Herman H., Lumber Co., Chi- 
cago, vs. Alabama & Vicksburg et al. 
Yetlow pine. No. 7843; p. 743. 

Hillebrana-Stearn Co, et al., Los An- 
geles, Cal., and Phoenix, Ariz., vs. 
Southern Pacific. Switching charges. 
No. 7597, Sub. No. 17; p. 1801. 

Hollinshead & Blei Co., Chicago, vs. 
St. L. & S. F. et al. Staves. No. 
8073; p. 1421. 

Hollister-French Lumber Co., South 
Bend, Ind., vs. Michigan Central et 
al. Lumber. No. 7984; p. 1162. 

Holverscheid, Henry, & Co., Chicago, 
vs. Lehigh Valley et al. Coal. No, 
7882; p. 844. 

Holverschneid, Henry, & Co., Chicago, 
vs. Lehigh Valley et al. Coal. No. 
7882; p. 844. 

Hood, H. P., & Sons (address not 
given) vs. Delaware & Hudson. Milk. 
No. 7852; p. 798. 

Hopfman, William, Cleveland, vs, Yazoo 
& Miss. Valley et al. Potatoes. No. 
7834; p. 684. 

Hortzell, Geo. W., Piqua, O., vs. Wa- 
bash R. R. Co. et al. Walnut logs. 
No. 7934; p. 978. 

Hubinger, J. C., Bros., Keokuk, Iowa, 
vs. A. T. & S. F. et al, Glucose and 
molasses. No. 7793; p. 583. 

Hudson Motor Car Co., Detroit, vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al. Stor- 
age batteries, No. 7586; p. 187. 

Hulme & Hart, San Francisco, Cal., vs. 

Switching. No. 


Hulme & Hart, San Francisco, vs. A. 
=, me. as Illegal switching 
charges. No. 7583; p. 184. 

Hungarian Milling & Elevator Co., Den- 
ver, Colo., vs. C. & E. I. et al. Phos- 
phate of lime. No. 7932; p. 978. 

Hunt, Helm, Ferris & Co., Harvard, Ill., 
vs. Ann Arbor et al. Iron and steei. 
No. 7618; p. 183. 

Hunt & Schuetz Co., Sioux City, Iowa, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Furnace 
pipe. No. 7908; p. 909. 

Hunt & Schuetz Co., Sioux City, Iowa, 
vs. C. M. & St. P. Furnace pipe. 
No. 7908; p. 909. 

Hunter-Robinson-Wenz Milling Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., vs. St. L. I. M. & S. et 
al. Bran. No. 7941; p. 1032. 

Hydraulic Press Brick Co., Zanesville, 
O., vs. Pa. Co. et al. Brick. No. 
7658; p. 270. 

Independent Baking Co., Davenport, 
Iowa, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Bak- 
ery goods, etc. No. 7997; p. 1162. 

Independent Co-operative Lumber Co., 
Lake Charles, La., vs. La. West. et 
-al. Yellow pine lumber, shingles ana 
cypress lumber. No.' 7924; p. 977. 

Indeperdent Naval Stores Co., Fayette- 
ville, N. C., vs. Carolina R. R. Co. et 
al. Rosin. No. 7799; p. 583. 

Ind. Transp. Co., Chicago, Il., vs. Grand 
Rapids. Holland & Chicago Ry. Co. 
— through routes. No. 7916; p. 


909. 

Industrial Traffic Ass’n, Philadelphia, 
vs. B. O. et al. Machinery and 
machines. No. 7598; p. 183. 

International Fuel Co., Spokane, Wash., 
vs. Spokane, International & Cana- 
dian Pacific. Slack coal. No, 7792; 


p. 583. 

International Lumber Co., Beaudette, 
Minn., vs. Canadian Northern et al. 
Lumber. No. 7746; p. 464. 

Iola Cement Mills Traffic Ass’n et al., 
Tola. Kan., and Dewey, Okla., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. et al. Cement. No. 

8019; p. 1208. 


Iowa-Dakota Grain Co. et al, Sioux 
City, Ia., vs. Ill, Cent, et al. Corn. 
No. 7612; p. 183. 

Jackson (Mich.) Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie. Bitu- 
minous coal. No. 7667; p. 270. 

Jefferson Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Central of Georgia et al. 
Lumber. No. 7719; p. 410. 


Jobbers’ & Mfg. Bureau of the Hunt- 
ington (W. Va.) Chamber of Com- 
merce vs, C. & O. et al. Class rates. 
No, 7630; p. 183. 

E. J. Johnson, Albuquerque, N. M., vs. 
A. T. & S. F. Round trip passenger 
tickets. No. 7676; p. 270. 

Johnson Service Co., Milwaukee, Wis., 
vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. et al. Iron 
dampers. No. 7964; p. 1033. 

Johnston & Sharpe Mfg. Co., Ottumwa, 
la., vs. C. R. I. & P. Mouse traps. 
No. 7772; p. 020. 

Joseph Bros. Co., Cincinnati, vs. Maine 
Central et al. Scrap iron and old 
steel rails. No. 7632; p. 183. 

Julian Produce Co, et al., San Diego, 
vs. Atchison. Reparation. No, 7597, 
Sub, No. 7; p. 271. 

Kaye, C. A., Minneapolis, vs. Cana- 
dian Northern et ai. Cedar poies. 
No. 7831; p. 684. 

Keen Kleener Mfg. Co., Ottawa, IIl., 
vs. C. R. I. & FP. et al. Sand. No. 
7615; p. 183. 

Kemper, H., Galveston, Tex., vs. D. L. 
& W. et al. Staple Cotton Rate. No. 
7590; p. 137. 

Kennedy, James, Fargo, N. D., vs. Ore- 
gon Snort Line et al. Contractors’ 
outfits. No. 7744; p. 411, 

Kennedy. James, Fargo, N. D., vs. Great 
Northern. Contractors’ outfits. Nuvu. 
7744, Sub. No. 1; p. 411. 

Kern, John A., & Sons, Milwaukee, vs. 
Cc. M. & St. P. et al. Flour. No. 
7861; p. 798. 

Keystone Lumber Co., Williamsport, 
Pa., and Drake, S. C., vs. Bennetts- 
ville & Cheraw R. R. Co, et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8027; p. 1255. 

Keystone Wood Co., Williamsport, Pa., 
vs. P. R. R. et al. Kindling wood. 
No. 7749; p. 464. 

Kindling Machinery Co., Milwaukee, 
Wis., vs. C. & N. W. et al. Kindling 
squeegees.. No. 8068; p. 1367. 

Kittredge, Edward L., Milford, N. H., 
vs. Boston & Maine et al. Granite, 
curbing and paving. No. 7609; p. 183. 

Knoxville Iron Co., Knoxville, Tenn., 
vs. Atlanta, Birmingham & Atlantic 
et al. Iron ore. No. 7828; p. 684. 

Kornfalfa Feed Milling Co., Kansas 
City, vs. Atchison et al. Refuse 
syrup. No. 7832; p. 684. 

Kratzer Carriage Co., Des Moines, Ia., 
vs. C. C. C. & St. L. Forgings. No. 
7899; p. 909. a: 

Kratzer Carriage Co., Des Moines, Ia., 
vs. C.C. C. & St. L. Forgings. No. 
7899; p. 909. 

Kuehne-Chastain Commission Co. et al., 
Kansas City, vs. Green Bay & West- 
— et al. Potatoes. No. 7611; Pp. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Assn., La Crosse, 
Wis., vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. Class 
my commodity rates. No. 7897; p. 

09. 

La Crosse Shippers’ Ass’n, La Crosse, 
Wis., vs. Ann Arbor R. R. et al. Class 
—_ commodity rates. No. 7897; p. 

La fayette (La.) Chamber of Com- 
merce vs. Louisiana Western et al. 
Discriminatory rates. No. 7572; p. 


97. 

La Fayette (La.) Chamber of Com- 
merce vs. Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. 
& S. S. Co. et al. Commodity rates. 
No. 7619; p. 183. : 

La Fayette (La.) Chamber of Com- 
merce vs. Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. 
& S. S. Co. et al. Through rates. 
No. 7584; p. 137. 

Lander County Land & Live Stock Co., 
Reno, Nev., vs. Southern Pacific et al. 
Range cattle. No. 7776; p. 583. 

Langan Bros. Co., Des Moines, Ia., vs. 
Rutland R. R. Co. et al. Baskets. 
No. 7996; p. 1162, 

Lannin-Harris Coal and Grain Co., 
Kansas City, Mo., vs. C. R. lL & P. 
Bituminous coal. No. 7708; p. 332. 

Last, C. F. A., Co.. et al. vs. S, P. 


Switching. No. 7597, Sub. No. 5; p- 


184. 

Lea, Albert. Hide & Fur Co., Albert 
Lea, Minn., Belt Ry. Co. of Chicago. 
Hides, pelts. skins, tallow and crack- 
lings. No. 7714, Sub. No. 1; p. 520. 
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Levering Bros., Ba!timore, vs. Philadel- McKee & Blivin Button Co., Muscatine, Mt. Pleasant Fertilizer Co., Mt. Pleas- 


















































































































































T Ill Cent. et al. Fer now 
, sel ant, Tenn., vs. » and, 
phia, Baltimore = Washingtori et al. _— vs. — oa Musse tiliger.. No. 7564: p. 32. al 
Old tin cans. No. 7822; p. 684, shells. No. ; P. B Mt. Pleas- 
Liggett & Meyers Tobacco Co St Meeker & Co., Philadelphia, Pa., vs. } = - — Fertilizer ta Cottonseed p. 
a 2 ? e : . n . . W 
Louis, Mo., vs. Aberdeen & Rockfish a Railroad et al. Coal. No. 7560; meal. No. 7576: p. 97. ae 
et al. Cigarettes. No. 8010; p. 1208. Meietio Fish & Oyster Co., St. Louis, vs. Mount Pleasant (Tenn.) Fertilizer Co. feed. 
Lindsay-Walker Co., Billings, Mont., vs. Toledo, St. Louis & Western. Store vs. Ill, Central et al. Fertilizer. No. Oberms 
Northern Pacific et al. Nuts. No. refrigerators. No. 7692; p. 331. 7837; p. 743. P  .) 
7673; p. 270. Meridian (Miss.) Grain & Ele. Co. vs.| Mulford Co., H. K.. Philadelphia, Fa. chart 
Long & Bellamy Bros. Co., Seabrooke, Ala. & Vicksburg and practically all ye. ene. Ooeit: al. — and c Oden-f 
S. C., vs. Charleston & Western Caro- railroads in the U. S. Cottonseed cals o p. a. L Ala., 
i ; reget No.. 7978; p. 1084. Muller Co., Louis,’ Baltimore, Md., et a No. 
lina Ry. Co. et al. Vegetables, No. cake. 0..7 Dp. Cc t al. Wheat. 
8020; p. 1208, Merriam & Millard Co. et al., various _ C, B & na 0. et a Oden-] 
Longo, M., Fruit Co.. St. Louis, Mo., vs. aes ane a jio™ = 84. Muller Co.; Louis, Baltimore, Md., et 7883: 
oa L. et al. Icing. No. 7961; p. Merriam & Millard Co. et al., various al, "Sean B. & R. R. Co. Wheat. Oden-! 
' Merr ‘ : s No. 9; Dp. Ala., 
Longton Produce Co., Sacramento, Cal., pounts aes neal => eeie sks Mulroney Mfg. Co., Fort Dodge, Ia., vs. No. 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Potatoes./ sretopolitan Branch Commuters’ Assn. & N. et al. Cotton piece goods. Ohio 
No, S008; BD. 1206. vs. B. & O. Round trip tickets. No. No, 8077; p. 1421. + and 
i ——. -— et e hee 7687: - 331 Murchland, John H., et al., SET B. ¢ 
Angeles, Cal., vs. outhern acific. . i = . O., vs. Pittsburgh, Cine nnati, - 8034 
as coten. tg gag p. = Pa". ae as brie et cago & St. Louis. Milk. No. 7825; Ohio 
os Angeles rewing 0. VS. ve ; QR - L p. 6 Pen 
Pedro, L. A. & S. L. Switching de- Meyer Ga Wition, dele ea ae | -Murphy ‘Co, Thomas D., Red Oak, Ia., iron 
cision. No. 7597, Sub . No. 1; p. 183. ~ gon. Electric machinery. No. 7665; vs. C. & Q. R. R. Cover and Oklah 
—- Angie, ss > a, ——. p 270 ” - ati paper. No. 7975; p. —. Ft. 
val., vs. A: T. 3. F. et al. ides, Rds bs Mutual Oil Co., Kansas City, vs. Bur- oa 
pelts, tallow and wool. No. 7597, Sub. Se a a ect a en A. lington et al. Oils. No. 7849; p. 798. ee 
No. 18; p. 1367. T. &S. F. Ry. Stoves. No 7583 Sub Mutual Wheel Co., Moline, Ill., vs. C. M. 
Louisiana Red Cypress Co. vs. _Tex. & No. 21: 1255. - “ B. & Q. Wheels. No. 7773; p. 583. 1208 
Pac. et “al. Cypress. No. 7956, Sub.| jj: nehiicoase and Shippers of Lake | Nashville Tie Co., Nashville, Tenn., vs. Oklah 
No. 1. Pp. 1033. and Porter Counties, Indiana, vs. P. C. L. & N. Cross-ties. No, 7745; p. 464. side 
Ludowici-Celadon’ Co., Chicago, vs. Mis- C. & St. L. Milk.’ No. 7878; p. 844. National Clay Works vs. Minn. & St. vs. 
souri, Kansas & Texas et al. Roofing Miller & Co Albert, Chicago "i. Vs. L. R. R. Co. Coal. No. 7839; Dp. 1032. Sas 
tile. No. 7683; p. 331. : ’ North Pacific et al. Potatoes. No National Commercial Fixture’ Mfrs. D. 
Ludowici-Celadon Co., Chicago, _vs. 798: 1162 _ oe Assn., Grand Rapids, Mich., vs. Ala. old \ 
a oS Seeieg ee He. Miller, Austin @ Trustee, Murfreesboro, & Vicksburg et al. Furniture. No. & § 
7710; p. 332. —— Ark., vs. East Kentucky Ry. Co. et al. 7725; p._ 410. No. 
Lumaghi Coal Co., Cantine, Ill., vs, W: eine Gamat No. 7947; p. 1032 National Dock & Storage Warehouse Omal 
bash R. R. Co. et al. Coal. No. Mill n Gr _ Bliss. Okla” a a < 2 Co., Boston, vs. Boston & Maine R. Pa 
8023; p. 1208. & 8. F. ct al. Cattle. No. 8087: p R. Wool. No, 7595; p. 137. eg 
Lutcher & Moore Lumber Co., Orange, 1421. oe ee , ’ * *"| National Implement and Vehicle Assn. Orgil 
Tex., vs. Texas & Ft. Smith et al.} 507) 2 4) yonn Chicago, vs. Belt of United States of America et al. vs. Thi 
Resin. No. 8038; p. 1301. oa : et al. Green salted hides, etc. B. & Q. et al. Agricultural imple- Dp. 
Mace, Geo. T., et al. vs. Pa. R. R. Co. ND. 7714. ‘Sub. No. 6: 520. ments. No. 7999; p. 1208. Osce 
et al. Commutation rates. No. 7730; Milley Co.. ee Ulen. Sinn. vs. North- National Petroleum Assn., Cleveland, M. 
p. 411. 3 ern Pacific. "Wheat, flax and coarse and Cudahy Refining Co., Coffeyville, an 
Maier Brewing Co. et al., Los Angeles, rain. No. 7656: 270 Kan., vs. Atchison et al. Cold wa- Oshk 
vs. A. T. & S._F. Reparation for Miller Elevator Co * Eemsapaite vs ter pressure. No. 7835; p. 743. Wi 
switching. No. 7597, Sub. No. 2; p. tecenmend i Velten Gad’ the Mes. National Pickle & Canning Co., St. ex 
184. Grain. No. 7851: 798 ; Louis, vs. C. R. I. & Pacific et al. p. 
Marshall Chamber of Commerce, Battle bedabeaens ; . 2 , Pickles. No. 7377, Sub. No. 1; p. Oshl 
Creek Chamber of Commerce, and Milwaukee Chamber of Commerce vs. 743. 
Kalamazoo Chamber of Commerce, vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul and C. National Pickle & Canning Co., Blue ce 
Michigan Central et al. Class rates. & N. W.. Reciprocal charges. No. Island, Ill, vs. C. B. & Q. Pickles, Ottu 
No. 7806; p. 584. 7844; p. 743. catsup, kraut. No. 8017; p. 1208. wi 
Martin Cantine Co., Saugerties, N. Y., Minnesota & Ontario Power Co., Inter- National Pickle & Canning Co., St. tu 
vs. West Shore R. R. et al. Coated national Falls., Minn., vs. C. St. P. M. Louis, Mo., vs. Chicago, Burlington & Oza: 
paver. No. 8070; p. 1367. & O. et al. News print paper. No. Quincy Ry. Co. Tomato pulp. No. Li 
Mason City Hide & Fur Co., Mason 7802; p. 583. 7566; p. 32. V: 
City, Ia., vs. Minneapolis & St. Louis Mississippi Railroad Commission et al. National Pickle & Canning Co., St. N 
et al. Tallow hides. No. 7898; p. vs. New Orleans, Mobile & Chicago Louis, vs. C. M. & St. P. Pickles, Pac 
909. et al. Vegetables. No. 7651; p. 184. No. 7633; p. 183. : S] 
Maytag Co., Newton. Iowa, vs. C. & A. Mona Mills Co., Beaumont, Tex., vs. K. National Pickle & Canning Co., St. bl 
et al. Pig iron. No. 7976, Sub. No. c. S. Ry. Co. et al. Lumber. No. Louis, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Pac 
1; p. 1421. 8086; p. 1421. Pickles. No. 7603; p. 183. W 
Maytag Co., Newton, Ia., vs. C. M. &]| Monadnock Blanket Mills, Marlboro, N.| National Poultry, Butter and Egg Assn. fi 
St. P. et al. Pig iron. No. 7976; p. H., vs. B. & M. R. R. Co. Cotton vs. B. & O. S. W. et al. Refrigeration Pac 
1084. waste. No. 7613: p. 183. rates. No. 7969; p. 1208. ” an 
McCaull-Dinsmore' Co., Minneapolis, Monessen Southwestern Ry. Co. vs. New Monarch Machine & Stamping Co., Ss 
Minn., vs. Northern Pacific et al. Pittsburgh & Lake Erie. Switching Des Moines, vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. 7 
Wheat. No, 8028; p. 1255. ’ charges. No. 7779; p. 583. Iron silo material. No. 7907; p. 909. Pac 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co.._Minneapolis,|_ Monmouth (N. J.) Ice Co. vs. D. L. & | New Monarch Machine & Stamping Co., L 
Minn., vs. Great Northern. Shelled W. et al. Ice. No. 7592; p. 137. Des Moines, Iowa, vs. Indiana Har- Pat 
corn. No. 7939; p. 978. ‘ Montana Tonopah Mines Co. vs. A. T. bor Belt and C. Gt West. Silo bands. G 
McCaull-Dinsmore_ Co., The, Minneap- & S. F. Ry. Co. Cyanide. No. 7604; No. 7580; p. 137. 7 
olis, vs. South Dakota Central et al. p. 410, New Monarch Machine & Stamping Co., Pa 
Bulk shelled corn. No. 7624; p. 183.]| | \ontana-Tonopah Mining Co., Tonopah, Des Moines, Ia., vs. C. M. & St. P. ¢ 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., Minneapolis, Nev., vs. A. T. & S. F. Cyanide. No. et al. Iron silo material. No. 7907: 7 
Minn., vs. Illinois Central et al. Bulk 7604, Sub. 1; p. 137. p. 909.. Pa 
shelled corn, No. 8004; p. 1208. Montana-Tonopah Mining Co., Tonopah, New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau, New d 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., Minneapolis, Nev., vs. Southern Pacific et al. High Orleans, La., vs. M. & O. R. R. Co. I 
Minn., vs. C. St. P. M. & O. Bulk explosives. No. 7604; p. 137. et al. Cotton. No. 8035; p. 1255. Pa 
shelled corn. No. 8005; p. 1208. Moore & Co., John I., Pittsburgh, Pa., New Orleans Joint Traffic Bureau, Mor- t 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., Minneapolis, vs. vs. Western Union Telegraph Co. gan’s La. & Tex. R. R. & S. S. Co. et ] 
Great Northern et al. Corn. No. Stock ticker service. No. 7728; p. 410. al. Commodity rates. No. 7561; p. Pa 
7727; pw. 410. Moreland Motor Truck Co., Los Angeles, 32. ‘ 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. M. & St. ng vs. San Pedro, Los Angeles & Salt | Norcross Bros. Co. vs. Rutland R. R. 
S al. a oats. No. 7625. Sub. No Lake et al. Motor trucks. No. 7778; 2 al. Building marble. No. 7920; Pa 
3: p. . 583. p. 977. 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co. vs. C. St. P..M.| Moreland Motor Truck Co., Los Angeles, | N. Dak. Metal Culvert Co., Fargo, N. D., ’ 
& O. et al. Bulked shelled corn. No. vs. San Pedro. Los Angeles & Salt vs. Gt. Nor. Plate iron culverts. No. Pa 
7625, Sub. No. 2; p. 411. Lake et al. Motor truck wheels and 7960; p. 1032. 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., Minneapolis, vs. parts. No. 7571: p. 33. North Ontario Packing Co. et al. vs. 
Cc. & N. W. et al. Bulked shelled] Moreland Motor Truck Co., San Fran- A. T. & S. F. Switching. No. 7597, 
corn. No. 7625, Sub. No, 1; p. 411. cisco & Los Angeles, A. T. & S. F. Sub. No. 4; p. 184. Pi 
McCeull-Dinsmore  Co., Minneapolis, et al. Commodity shipments. No. North Pacific Fruit Distributors, Spo- 
Minn., vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. 7597, Sub. No. 13: p. 843. kane, Wash., vs. Northern Pacific et 
Paul. Bulk shelled corn and oats. Mount Pleasant Fertilizer Co.. Mount al. Refrigerator cars. No. 8024; p. 
No, 7625, Sub. No. 6; p. 411. . Pleasant, Tenn., vs. L. & N. et al. 1208. Fe 
McCaull-Dinsmore Co., Minneapolis, Fertilizer. No. 7750: p. 464. Northern Colorado Coal Co., Coalmont, 
Minn., vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Mt. Pleasant (Tenn.) Fertilizer Co. vs. Colo., vs. Colorado, Wyo. & Eastern 
Paul et al. Bulk shelled corn. No. Lehigh Valley et al. Machinery. No. et al. Coal. No. 7830; p. 684. 
7625, Sub. No. 5; p. 411. 7724: p. 410. Northern Lumber Co. & Metropolitan P 
McCaull-Dinsmore  Co., Minneapolis, Mt. Pleasant Fertilizer Co.. Mt. Pleas- Lumber Co., New York, N. Y., & New- 
Minn., vs. Chicago, Milwaukee & St. ant. Tenn.. vs. L. & N. Potash. No. ark, N. J., vs. Southern Ry. et al. 
Paul et al. Bulk oats. No. 7625, 8006; p. 1208. Lumber. No. 7754; p. 464. 
Sub. No. 4; p. 411. Mount Pleasant Fertilizer Co., Mt.| Northwest Gas Equipment Co., Port- F 
McCullough, S. S., Fullerton, La., vs. Pleasant, Tenn., vs. Alabama Great land, Ore., vs. Oregon-Washington R. 
Gulf & Sabine River et al. Cotton. Southern et al. Fertilizer. No. 7837, R. & Nav. Co. et al. Stoves and 
No. 7981; p. 1084. Sub. No. 1; p. 1162. parts. No. 7995; p. 1162. 
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Northwest Gas Equipment Co., Port- 
land, Ore., vs. Spokane P. & S. Ry. Co. 
zm al. Stoves. No. 7995, Sub. No. 1; 


1255. 

Necthweatern Milling Co. et al., Minne- 
apolis, Minn., ns Cc.RL& ’P. Mill 
feed. No. 7986; 1162. 

Obermeyer & Tichenaien, Brooklyn, N. 
=e» . Wes - Bee Se Ge Track storage 
charges. No. 7624; p. 183. 

Oden-Elliott Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Southern et al. Lumber. 
No. 7883; p. 844. 

Oden-Elliott Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. Southern et al. Lumber. No. 
7883; p. 844. 

Oden-Elliott Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala., vs. A. B. & A. et al. Lumber. 
No. 7952; p. 1032. 

Ohio Association of Creamery Owners 
and Managers, New Bremen, O., vs. 
B. & O. R. R. et al. Cream. No. 
8034; p. 1255. 

Ohio Iron & Metal Co., Chicago, vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al. Scrap 
iron. No. 7823; p. 684. 

Oklahoma Fuel Co., Wichita, Kan., vs. 
Ft. Smith, Poteau & Western et al. 
Coal. No. 7853; p. 798. 

Oklahoma Fuel Co., Wichita, Kan., vs. 
aad” & T. et al. Coal. No. 8018; p. 

Oklahoma Traffic Assn., Curtis & Gart- 
side Co., Oklahoma Sash & Door Co., 
vs. Abilene & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
> doors and millwork. No. 7762; 


743, 

ol Vincinnes Distilling Co. vs. C. T. 

& S. E. Ry. Co. Whisky and aR 
No. 7319; p. 464. 

Omaha Alfalfa Milling Co. vs. Union 
Pacific R. R. Alfalfa meal. No. 7838; 
p. 1032. 

Orgill Bros. & Co., Memphis, Tenn., vs. 
Illinois Central. Plows. No. 17577; 


p. $7. 

Osceola, Se Mill & Elevator Co. vs. 
M. St. & S. S. M. et al. Oats 
and seoedinie No. 7578; p. 97. 

Oshkosh Excelsior Mfg. Co., Oshkosh, 
Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. Excelsior and 
— pads. No. 7817, Sub. No. 1; 
p. > 

Oshkosh Excelsior Mfg. Co., Oshkosh, 
Wis., vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Ex- 
celsior. No. 7817; p. 635. 

Ottumwa Supply & Const. Co., Ottum- 
wa, Ia., vs. Wabash R. R. Co. Struc- 
tural iron. No. 7974; p. 1084. 

Ozark Cooperage & Lumber Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., vs. Yazoo & Mississippi 
Valley R. R. Co. et al. Ash staves. 
No. 7795; p. 583. 

Pacific Bridge Co., Portland, Ore., vs. 
Spokane P. & S. Ry. Co. Paving 
blocks. No. 8036; p. 1301. 

Pac. Coast Codfish Co. at Poulsbo, 
Wash., vs. Nor. Pac. et al. Salted 
fish. No. 7914; p. 909. 


. Pacific Portland Cement Co., Consoli- 


dated, & Baker & MHamilton, vs. 
Southern Pacific. Reparation. No. 
7583, Sub. No. 6; p. 271. 

Paducah Board of’ Trade vs. Ill. Cent. 
Lumber. No. 7736; p. 411. ; 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. C. B. & 
Q. Class and commodity rates. No. 
7737; p. 411. 

Paducah Board of Trade vs. Abilene & 
Southern et al. Excessive rates. No. 
7738; p. 411. 

Palmer & Seamren’s Lbr. Co., Ursina 
Junction, Pa., vs. B. & O. et al. Lum- 
ber. No. 8067; p. 1367. 

Palmer & Seaman’s Lbr. Co.. Union- 
town, Pa., vs. B. & O. R. R. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8053; p. 1301. 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., New York, 
vs. Penn. R. R. Lime and lime ma- 
terials. No. 7664; p. 270. 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., New York, 
vs. P. R. R. et al. Lime, cement, etc. 
No. 7763, Sub. No. 4; p. = 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., N. Y. City, 
N. Y., vs. Pa. R. R. et al. Lime, ce- 
ment and_ ground limestone. No. 
7763, Sub. No. 1; p. 520. 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., N. Y. City, 
N. Y., vs. Pa. R. R. et al. Lime, ce- 
ment, ground limestone. No. 17763, 
Sub. No. 3; p. 52 

Palmer Lime & Cement ey N. Y. City, 
N. Y., vs. Pa. R. R. et al. Lime, ce- 
ment and ground limestone. No. 
7763, Sub. No. 2; p. 520. 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., New York, 
N. Y., vs. Pa. R. R. et al. Lime, ce- 
ment and ground limestone. No. 7763; 


D. 4 

Palmer Lime & Cement Co., New York 
City, and York, Pa., vs. P. R. R. 
cae building materials. No. 7867; 
p. ‘ 
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Palmer Lime & Cement Co., New York, 

Y., vs. Penn. R. R. et al. Switch- 

ing and cross-over connection. No. 
7815; p. 635. 

Passow & Sons, Chicago, vs. C. M. & St. 
P. Billiard tables and fixtures. No. 
7693; p. 331. 

Peerless Wire Fence Co., Adrian, Mich., 
vs. Wabash et al. Wire fencing. No. 
7697; p. 331. 

Peller, Benjamin, Pittsburgh, Pa., vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al. Burnt 
enamel ware. No. 7685; p. 331. 


Peters, M. C., Mill Co., Omaha, Neb., 
vs. C. B. & Q. Molasses. No. 8016; 
p. 1208. 


Peters, W. F., & Co., Fort Spring, W. 


Va., vs. C. & O. et al. Live stock. 


No. 7827; p. 684. 

Petterson Mfg. Co., New London, Ia., vs. 
B. A. A. et al. Cotton piece goods. 
No. 7955; p. 1032. 

Pettibone, Thomas A., et al. vs. Pitts- 
burgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis. Milk. No. 7825, Sub. No. 1; 
p. 684, 

Pfister & Vogel Leather Co., Milwau- 
kee, Wis., vs. Pennsylvania R. R. 
Co. et al. Myrobalans. No. 7324, Sub. 
No. 4; p. 33. 


Philadelphia Milk Exchange vs. P. W: 
& B. et al. Milk, cream, etc. No. 
7826; p. 684. 


Phillips Coal Co., Ottumwa, Ia., vs. San 
Antonio & Aransas Pass Ry. Co. et 
al. Motorcycles. No. 7973; p. 1084. 

Phoenix-American Pipe Works, Boon- 
ville, Mo., vs. Missouri Pacific. Wall 
plaster. No. 7716; p. 332. 

Picher Lead Co., The, Joplin, -Mo., vs. 
bed L. & S. F. Coke. No. 7610; p. 

Pierce, Anson §S., et al. vs. C. & N. W. 
Lumber. No. 7660; p. 411. 

Pierce, A. S., Rhinelander, Wis., vs. C. 
& N. W. et al. Lumber. No. 7660; 


p. 270. 

Pilcher Hardware Co., Ida Grove, Ia., 
vs. : N. W. Motorcycles. No. 
7602; p. 182. 

Pilcher Hardware Co., Ida Grove, Ia., 
vs. P. & L. E. et al. Nails, wire, 


a" fence and staples. No. 7929; p. 
Pillsbury Flour Mills Co., Minneapolis, 


vs. Norfolk & Western et al. Mill 
products. No. 7614; p. 183. 

Pioneer Pearl Button Co., Poughkeepsie, 
mM. ta me c.. ©... S & St. L. Paper 
button cabinets. No. 7902; p. 909. 

Pioneer Pearl Button Co., Poughkeepsie, 

, aes. er Cc. & St. L. et al. 
Mussel shells. No. 7902; p. 909. 

Pitcher Lead Co., Joplin, ‘Mo., vs. Mis- 
= Pacific. Retorts. No. 8059; p. 

Pitt Gas Coal Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., vs. 
Penn, R. R. Co. et al. Coal. No. 
7791; p. 583. 

Pittsburgh & Ohio Mining Co. et al., 
Greensburg, Pa.. and Cleveland, O., 
vs. B. & O. Coal and coke tariff. 
No. 8000; p. 1208. 

Platts, Chas., Bridgeport, Conn., vs. N. 
Y. N. H. & H. et al. Canned and 
shucked oysters. No. 7959; p. 1032. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co., South Bend, 
Ind., vs. L. & N. et al. Lumber. No. 
7949; p. 1032. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co., South Bend, 
Ind., vs. L. H. & St. L. et al. Cross- 
ties. No. 7950; p. 1032. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co., South Bend, 
Ind., vs..L. & N. R. R. et al. Cross- 
ties. No. 8009: p. 1208. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co., South Bend, 
ind., vs. B. & 0. S W. et al. Post 
ties. No. 7922: p. 977. 

Port Huron & Duluth Steamship Co. vs. 
Penn. Central of N. J., N. Y. N. H. & 
Hartford. Great Northern, Northern 
Pacific, Soo Line, Chicago, Minneapo- 
lis & St. Paul & Omaha, Grand Trunk 
of Canada and Grand Trunk West- 
ern. Through rates and equitable divi- 
sions. No. 7818; p. 635. 

Portland (Ore.) Ry. Light & Power 
Co. vs. Southern Pacific et al. Coal. 
No. 7833; p. 684 

Prendergas Co.. Cincinnati, O., vs. Ala- 
bama Great Southern et al. Lumber. 
No. 8026: p. 1255. 

Prentice & Co., F. W.. Adrian, Mich., 
vs. New York Cent. First-class rates. 
No. 7850; p. 798. 

Prev Bros. & Cooper Live Stock Com- 
mission Co., Denver, Colo... vs. Tex. 
& Pac. Rv. Co. et al. Cattle. No. 
7877; p. 844. 
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Prey Bros. & Cooper Live Stock Com- 
mission Co., Denver, Colo., vs. Tex. 
& Pac. Ry. Co. et al. Cattle. No. 
7877; p. 844. 


Proctor & Gamble Distributing Co., Cin- 
cinnati and elsewhere, vs. Alabama 
& Vicksburg et al. Lard substitutes. 
powder. No. 8011; p. 1208. 


Proctor & Gamble Distributing Co., Cin- 
cinnati and elsewhere, vs. Alab ama & 
Vicksburg et al. Soap and soap 
powder. No. 8011; p. 1208. 


Producers and Shippers of Lake and 
Porter Counties, Indiana, vs. P. C. C. 
+ L. Whole milk. No. 7878; p. 


Progressive Metal & Refining Co., Mil- 
waukee, Wis., and Silverstein & Pin- 
soff, Chicago, Ill., vs. C. & N. W. 
Scrap brass and zinc slabs. No. 7921; 
p. 977. 

Prusia Hardware Co., Fort Dodge, Ia., 
vs. C. H. & D, et al. Shovels. No. 
8014; p. 1208. 

Purity Oats Co., Keokuk, Ia., vs. C. 
> Q. Rolled oats. No. 7874; p. 


Purity Oats Co., Keokuk, Ia., vs. C. B. 

& . Rolled oats and premiums. No. 

Puyallup & Sumner Fruit Growers’ 
Assn., Puyallup, Wash., vs. Northern 
Pacific et al. Canned berries. No. 
8008; p. 1208. 

Railroad Commission of Nevada vs. 
Nevada Transportation Co. et al. 
Empty oil carriers, beer carriers. No. 
7904; p. 909. 

Railroad Commission of Nev. vs. Nev. 
Trans. Co. et al. Empty oil carriers, 
beer carriers. No. 7904; p. 909. 

Red Cedar Shingle Mfrs.’ Assn., Seattle, 
Wash., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R. Co. et 
al. Back haul charges. No. 7885; 


p. 908. 

Red Cedar Shingle Mfrs.’ Assn., Seattle, 
Wash., vs. C. B. & Q. R. R, Co. et al. 
Shingles. No. 7885; p. 908. 

Reiss, C., Coal Co., Sheboygan, Wis., 
> Ann Arbor. Coal. No. 7694; p. 

Reliance Brick & Tile Co., Belle Plaine, 
Ia., vs. Illinois Central et al. Slack 
coal. No. 7755; p. 464. 

Rickards, E., Norfolk, Va., vs. Seaboard 
As Line. Mine props.. No. 7804; p. 

Roach & Musser Sash & Door Co., Mus- 
catine, Ia., vs. Adams Express Co. et 
al. Lumber. No. 17585; p. 137. 

Roanoke R. R. & Lbr. Co. et al., Berkly, 
Va., and elsewhere, vs. Norfolk South- 
ern. Logs and mine props. No. 8015; 
p. 1208. 

Robinson Clay Product Co., Akron, 
Ohio, vs. Akron, Canton & Youngs- 
_* et al. Eewer pipe. No. 7820; p. 

oO 


Rowe Mfg. Co., Galesburg, Ill., vs. C. B. 
& Q. et al. Gates. No. 7621; p. 183. 
Royal Milling Co. vs. Gt. Northern Ry. 
Co. et al. Wheat. No. 7894: p. 909. 
Royal Milling Co., Gt. Falls, Mont., vs. 
Gt. Nor. Wheat. No. 7892; p. 908. 
Royal Milling Co. vs. Gt. Nor. Wheat. 
No. 7893; p. 909. 
Royal Milling Co., Great Fails, Mont., 
vs. — Northern. Wheat. No. 7892; 

Pp. . 

Royal Milling Co. vs. Great Northern. 
Wheat. No. 7893; p. 908. 

Royal Milling Co. vs. Great Northern 
A Co. et al. Wheat. No. 7894; p. 

Royster Guano Co., F. S., Norfolk, Va., 
vs. Atlantic Coast Line et al. Com- 
mercial fertilizers. No. 7573; p. 97. 

St. Elmo W. Acosta, Jacksonville, Fla., 
vs. M. & M. T. Co. Beet pulp. No. 
8057; p. 1301. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. So. Pac. et al. Lumber. No 
7583, Sub. No. 15; p. 1032. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Switching 
a. No. 7583, Sub. No. 25; p. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce. 
Illegal Switching. No. 7583, Sub. No. 
2; p. 184. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Southern Pacific. Illegal switch- 
ae age No. 7583, Sub. No. 4; 
Dp. . : 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Southern Pacific et al. Switch- 
ing. No. 7597, Sub. No. 3; np. 184. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Sou. Pac. et al. Reperation. No. 
7597, Sub. No. 14; p. 977, 
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San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, 
San Francisco vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Switching charges. No. 7583, Sub. 
No. 23; p. 1301. 


San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, 
San Francisco vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. 
Switching charges. No. 7583, Sub. No. 
24; p. 1301. 

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
vs. Sou. Pac. et al. Switching charges. 
No. 7597, Sub. No. 16; p. 1301. 

Sanford-Day Iron Works et al., Knox- 
ville, Tenn., vs. L. & N. et al. Iron, 
etc. No. 8049; p. 1301. 


Sanford-Day Iron Works, Knoxville, 


Tenn., vs. L. & N. Car wheels. No. 
7606; p. 183. 

Scattergood & Co., S. F., Philadelphia, 
vs. Wabash et al. Recleaned corn; 
No. 7759; p. 464. 

Scattergood & Co., S. F., Philadelphia, 
vs. Erie & Western Transportation 


Co. et al. Demurrage and diversion 
charges on bran, No, 7631; p. 183. 


Schaefer & Sons, Chas., New York, N. 
Y., vs. Cent. Vermont. Hay. No. 
7976; p. 977. 

Schulz Co., A. George, Milwaukee, Wis., 
vs. C. M: & St. P, et al, Paper boxes 
in bundles. No. 7675; p. 270. 

Scott Logan Milling Co. vs. C. R. I. & 
P. et al. Flour. No. 7954; p. 1208. 
Scott Paper Co., Philadelphia, vs. Phila- 
delphia & Reading et al. Toilet 

paper. No. 7775; p. 583. 

Seagrave Co., South Columbus, Ohio, vs. 
Hocking Valley et al. Hose wagons. 
No. 7842; p. 743. 

Seeger, W. N., & Fla. Fruit Growers’ & 
Shippers’ League, Ocoee, Fia., vs, At- 
lanta B. & A. et al. Citrus fruit. No. 
7879; p. 1084. 

Settle & Co., W. H., Cincinnati, 
Ala. Gt. Sou. et al. 
8058; p. 1301. 

Seymour, Jonn S.. New Orleans vs. Gal- 
veston, Harrisburg & San Antonio. 
Sugar. No. 7646; p. 184. 

Seymour Woodenware Co., 
Wis., vs. Green Bay & West. R. R. 
Co. Logs. No. 7945; p. 1032. 

Showcroft, John, & Sons Co., 
Utah, vs. C. B. & Q. et al. 
gonte. No, 7887, Sub. 

Showcroft & Sons Co., John, Ogden, 
Utah, vs. C. B. & Q. et al. Cotton 
denim. No. 7887, sub. No. 1; p. 908. 

igne Glass Co., O. W., Statesville, 

C., vs. Penn. Co. et al. Plate 
Giaes. No. 7540, Sub. No. 2; p. 583. 

Sheboygan Mineral Water Co. vs. C. 
& N. W. et al. Mineral water, ginger 
ale ane advertising matter. No. 7635; 
p. 184. 

Shelbyville (Ky.) 


O., Vs. 


Lumber. No. 


Seymour, 


Ogden, 
Cotton 
No. 1; p. 


Business Men’s Assn. 


vs. I. & N. et al. Class rates. No. 
7805; p. 584. 

Sheets, Wm. H., vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. 
Logs. No. 7840; p. 1032. 


Sheldon & Co., Ww. D., & Scott, Magner 
& Miller, San Francisco, vs. Southern 
Pac. & Ore. Short Line. Sacked oats 
and bulk wheat. No. 7623; p. 183. 

Sheldon Bottlfmg Works, Sheldon, Ia. 
vs. Chicago Rock Island & Pacific et 
al. Soft drinks. No. 7814; p. 635. 

Simmons Mfg. Co., Kenosha, Wis., vs. 
Western Pacific. Switching case, No. 


7583, Sub. No. 11; p. 743. 
Sioux City Commercial Club Traffic 
Bureau et al. vs. Burlington et al. 


Corn. No. 7821; p. 684. 
Skallerup Bros., Chicago, Ill., vs. A. T. 
& S. F. et al. Potatoes. No. 8048; 


p. 1301. 

Smith Lumber Co., Boston, Mass., vs. 
Norf. Sou. R. R. et al. Lumber. No. 
8050; p. 1301. 

Smith Hide Co., James C., St. Joseph, 
Mo.. vs. Ft. Worth & Rio Grande et 
al. Hides, pelts, 
No. 7670; p. 270. 

Smith & Co., James P., New York, Chi- 
cago and Paris, France, vs. Illinois 
Central et al. Olive oil. No. 7690; p. 


331. 
Snow Lumber Co., High Point, N. C., 
Glass. No. 7540, 


vs. Southern et "al. 
Sub. No. 1; p. 464. 

Snow Lumber Co., High Point, N. C., vs. 
K. & M. et al. Glass. No. 7540, Sub. 
No. 5; p. 798. 

Spaulding Elevator Co., Warren, Minn., 
p§ Can. Pac. et al. Oats. No. 7931; p. 

Franklin, Ohio, vs. 


Srere Bros. & Co., 
Chicago & St. 


Cleveland, Cincinnati, 
a et al. Rag pulp. No. 7781; p. 


skins and tallow. 





Souder, Harvey S., Souderton, Pa. vs. 
Lehigh Valley et al. Cedar logs. No. 
7570; p. 1033. 


South Cannon Coal Co. & The Grand 
Junction Mining & Fuel Co., South 
Canon & Cameo, Colo vs. Colo. Mid- 
land et al. Coal. No, 7796; p. 583. 


South St. Joseph Live Stock Exch. & 
James C. Smith Hide Co., St. Joseph, 
Mo. vs. A. T. & S. F. et al. Green 
salt hides, fresh meat and packing 
house products. No. 7644; p. 184. 


Southern Lumber Co., Cairo, Ill. vs. 
Cleveland Cincinnatti Chicago & St. 
Louis Ry. Lumber. No. 7739; p. 411. 

Southern Rice Growers’ Assn., Beau- 
mont, Texas et al. vs. Texas’ & New 
Orleans Ry. Co. et al. Rice. No. 
7391; p. 137. 

Southwestern Portland Cement Co., Inc., 
El Paso, Tex. vs. Texas & Pacific et 


al. Coal. No. 7751; p. 464. 
Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala. vs. So. Ga. et al. Lumber. No. 
7911; p. 909, 

Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala. vs. So. Ga. R. R. Co. Lumber. 


No. 7876; p. 844. 
Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham vs. 


Atlanta & West Point. Lumber. No. 
7824; p. 684. 

Standard Lumber Co., Birmingham, 
Ala. vs. South Georgia R. R. Co. et 


+ al. Lumber. No. 7876; p. 844. 

Standard Mirror Co., Winston- Salem, 
N. C. vs. Southern et al, Plate glass. 
No. 7540, Sub. No. 4; p. 684. 

Standard Paint Co. (formerly The Par- 
affin Paint Co.), Chicago Heights vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. Liquid as- 
phaltum. No. 7808; p. 635. 

Standard Vitrified Brick Co., Coffeyville, 
Kan, vs. Mo. Pac. et al. Paving brick. 
No. 7980; p. 1084. 

Star Clothing Mfg. Co., Jefferson City, 
Mo. vs. Mo., Kansas & Texas. Cot- 
ton piece goods. No. 7859; p. 798. 

Staten & King Hardware Co., Florence, 
Ala. vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al. 
Plows, harrows, etc. No. 7575; p. 97. 

Steamship Gt. Northern. Panama Can- 
al act. No. 7869; p. 1032. 

Stearns Lumber Co., J. S. vs. C. & N. 
eal Lumber. No. 7660, Sub. No. 1; 
p 


Stearns Lumber Co., J. S. vs. C. & N. 
W. et al. Lumber. No. 7942; p. 1208. 

Stearns & Culver Lumber Co. for Bag- 
dad ,oae & Lumber Co., Milton, Fla. 
vs. C. & St. P. Commodity rates. 
No. i¢as: p. 184. 

Stephens- Adamson Mfg. Co. 
Aurora, Ill. vs. Ala, Great Southern 
et al. Pig iron. No. 7789; p. 583. 

Stewart, Dan, Redfield, Ark. vs. Yazoo 
& Miss Valley et al. Household goods. 
No. 7784; p. 583. 

Storm Lake Tank & Silo Co., 
Lake, Ia. vs. Louisiana Ry. & Nav. 
tats. et al. Lumber. No. 8029; p. 


Storm Lake Tub and Tank Factory, 
Storm Lake, Ia. vs. Indiana Harbor 
Belt et al. Iron. No. 7579; p. 97. 

Strickland-Greene Furniture Co., Bir- 
mingham, Ala. vs. Galveston, Harris- 
burg & San Antonio et al. Household 
Goods. No, 7672; p. 270. 

Studebaker Corporation of America vs. 
Southern Pacific. Switching charges. 
No. 7597, Sub. No. 15; p. 1162. 

Studebaker Bros. Co. of California vs. 
Southern Pacific et al. No. 7583, Sub. 
No. 17. Switching charges. P. 1162. 

Sulzberger & Sons Co. of Am., Chicago 
and Pensacola, Fla. vs. M. St. P. & 
Ss. 2 M. et al. Cheese. No. 7764; 
p. 520. 

Sun River Distilling Co., Manchester, 
Mont. vs. Gt. Nor. Alcohol and dena- 
tured alcohol. No. 7977; p. 1084. 

Supplemental Complaint, Fullerton 
Lumber Co., Sioux City, Ia. vs. Ander- 
son, Saline River et al. Reparation. 
No. 3864; p. 33. 

Swift & Co., Charlotte, N. C. vs. South- 
ern. Cottonseed oil. No. 7807; p. 635. 

Swift & Co., Fort Worth, Tex. vs. M. 
L. & T. R. R. & S. S. Co. et al. Rock 
salt. No. 7703; p. 331. 

Swift & Co. vs. Southern Railway et 
al. Crude cottonseed oil. No. 7593; 


p. ‘ 

Swift & Co., Chicago vs. Union Pacific 
et al. Salt. No. 7548; p. 33. 

Swift & Co., East St. Louis, Ill., North 
Fort Worth, Tex. vs. M. & O. et al. 
Meats. No. 8074; p. 1421. 

Swift & Co., Chicago, Ill. and etsewhere 
vs. Texas & Pacific et al. Ice. No. 

8001; p. 1208. 


et al., 


Storm 


Taffe, I. H., Celilo, 
Exp. Co. et al. 
183. 


Ore. vs. American 
Salmon. No. 7634; p. 


Teasdale, J. W. & Co., East St. Louis, 
Tl. vs. Va. & S. W. et al, Dried ap- 
ples. No. 7944; p. 1032. 

Texarkana Pipe Works, Texarkana vs 
Beaumont, Sour Lake & Western et 
al. Sewer pipe. No. 7767; p. 520. 


Texas, Oklahoma & Eastern R. R. Co. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. et al. Railroad 
— and fastenings. No. 8030; p. 

o. 

——— Mfg. Co., Florence, 
Ala. vs. Erie et al. Sheet iron. No. 
7733; p. 410. 


Town of Torrington, Wyo. vs. C. B. & 
Q. R. R. Cattle, sheep, hogs, oil and 
horses. No. 7803; p. 583. 

Traffic Bureau of the Commercial Club 
of Aberdeen, S. D. vs. Gt. Nor. et al. 
Hard coal, coke, soft coal and briquet- 
tes. No. 7895; p. 909. 

Traffic Bureau of the Commercial Club 
of Aberdeen, S. D. vs. Great Northern 
et al. Hard coal, coke, soft coal and 
briquettes. No. 7895; p. 

Traffic Bureau of Toledo Com. Club et 
al. vs. C. H. & D. Refusal of C. F. 
A. roads. No. 7761; p. 520. 

Tri-City Pearl Button Co., Davenport, 
Ia. vs. P. C. C. & St. L. et al. Mus- 
sel shells, No. 7903; p. 909. 

Troxel Mfg. Co., Elyria, Ohio vs. New 
York Central. Bicycle saddles. No. 
7715; p. 332, 

Tulsa (Okla.) Traffic Assn. vs. Atchi- 
son et al. Molasses, bananas, citrus 
— and cocoanuts. No. 7854; p. 


Updike Grain Co., Omaha, Neb. vs. C. 
St. P. M. &°O. Ry. et al. Corn. No. 


7562; p. 32. 
Merriam & Millard 


Updike Ele. Co. & 
Co., Omaha & South Omaha vs. C. 


R. I. & P. et al. Coarse grains. No. 
7721; p. 410. 

Ulland Coal Co., Cincinnati vs. L. & 
N. et al. Coal. No. 7860; p. 798. 


Union City Hoop and Lumber Co., Un- 
ion City, O. vs. C. H. & D. Ry. et al. 
Hoops. No. 8064; p. 1367. 

Union Lumber Co., Houston, Tex. vs. 
Gulf Colo. & Santa Fe. Switch cars. 
No. 7653; p. 184. 

Union Oil Co. of California vs. Atchi- 
oor: Switching. No. 7597, Sub. 11; p. 

Union Saw Mill Co., St. Louis, Mo. and 
Huttig, Ark. vs. St. L. 1. M. & S. et. 
al. Lumber. No. 7962; p. 1033. 

Union Sulphur Co. et al., New York 
City, N. Y. vs. Baltimore & Ohio et 
al. Brimstone and crude sulphur. No. 
7546; p. 136. 

U. S. Cast Iron Pipe & Fdy. Co., Bur- 
lington, N. J.. and Anniston & Bes- 
semer, Ala. vs. So. Ry. Co. et al. 

7940; p. 1032. 

U. S. of Am. vs. Ala. & Vicksburg. 
First class on stamped envelopes. 
No. 7963; p. 1033. 

U. S. Steel Lock Co., Lyons, Ia. vs. 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul et al. 
Locks. No. 7787: p. 583. 

Vacherie Cypress Co., New Orleans, La. 
vs. Tex. & Pac. et al. Cypress. No. 
7956; p. 1032. 

Vaughan Lumber Co., San Antonio, Tex. 


vs. La. & Ark. et al. Lumber. No. 
7569; p. 33. 

Va.-Car. Chemical Co. vs. S. A. L. R. 
R. Co. Kainit. No. 7958; p. 1032. 


Wabash Sand & Gravel Co. et al. Terre 
Haute, Ind. vs. C. & E. I. Sand and 
gravel. No. 7752; p. 464. 

Waber, Bertha, Philadelphia, Pa, vs. 
Ulster & Delaware R. R. Co. Passen- 


ger tickets. No. 7712; p. 332. 
Waddell-Williams Lumber Co., Rhoda, 
Ta. vs. Morgan’s L. & T. R. R. & S. 
Ss. et al. Gum lumber. No. 7836; 
p. L 
Walthers, Charles F., Detroit, Mich. vs. 
Michigan Central. Fire brick. No. 


7698; p. 331. 

Warren (Ark.) Stave Co. vs. St. Louis, 
Iron Mountain & Southern etal. Fin- 
ished products. No. 7857; p. 798. 

Warren, Webster & Co., Camden, N. 
J. vs. P. & R. Ry. Co. et al. Heaters. 
No. 8040; p. 1301. 

Washington (D. C.) Chamber of Com- 
merce et al. vs. Penn, R. R. Co. et 

No. 7777; p. 


583. 

Waterloo (Ia.) Cement Machinery Cor- 
poration vs. Ill. Cent. et al. Gasoline 
engines, No. 7581; p. 187. 

Waterloo (Ia.) Register Co. vs. Chicago, 

Gt. West, et al. Furnace pipe. No. 

7909; p. 909. 


al. Commodity rates. 
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Waterloo Saddlery Co., Waterloo, Ia. 
“vs. Baltimore & Ohio et al. Sweat 
pads. No. 7816; p. 635. 

Watrous-Acme Mfg. Co. vs. Pere Mar- 
quette et al. Scrap iron. No. 7900; D. 
909. 

Watrous-Acme Mfg. Co. vs. Pere Mar- 
quette et al. Scrap iron. No. 7900; p. 
909. 

Webb Granite & Const. Co., Worcester, 
Mass., vs. Boston & Maine R. R. Gran- 
ite. No. 7967; p. 1032. 

Weinhard Brewery, Henry, of Portland, 


Ore. vs. Ore.-Wash. R. R. & Nav. 
Co. et al. Refrigerators. No. 8060; 
1302, 


p. 

Well & Son, Isaac, Chicago vs. Belt Ry. 
Co. of Chicago et al. Green salt hides, 
etc. No. 7714, Sub. No. 5; p. 520. 

West Lumber Co., Houston, Tex. Vs. 
M. K. & T. et al. Lumber. No. 
7910; p. 909. 

West Lumber Co., Houston, Tex. VS. 
St. L. & S. F. et al. Coal. No. 7640; 
p. 184 


West Virginia Pulp & Paper Co., N. Y. 
City vs. Boston & Maine. Coal. No. 
7896; p. 909. ; 

West Va. Pulp & Paper Co., N. Y. 
City vs. Boston & Maine. Coal. No. 
7896; p. 909. 

Western Chemical Mfg. Co., Denver vs. 
Denver & Rio Grande et al, Sulphuric 
acid. No. 7848; p. 798. 

Western Grocer Co. et al. Marshalltown 
and Waterloo, Iowa vs. B. & O, et al. 
Peanuts. No. 7700; p. 331. 

Western Pine Mfg. Assn., Spokane, 
Wash. vs. Camas Prairie R. R. Lum- 
ber. No. 8085; p. 1421. 

Western Sugar Refining Co., San Fran- 
cisco vs. Western Pacific. Sugar. No. 

_. 7583, Sub. No. 22; p. 1255. 

What Cheer (Ia.) Tool Co. vs. Kanawha 


& Mich. et al. Ax handles. No. 
7638; p. 184. 
Wichita (Kan.) Business Association 


va. C. BR. LL & PB. et al 
racks. No. 7627; p. 183. 
Wicker, J. U., et al., New Albany, Miss. 
vs. St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al. 
Live stock. No. 8037; p. 1301. 
Wilcox, Asa, of Wells, Pa.. vs. Erie R. R. 
et al. Potatoes. No. 7879; p. 844. 
Wilcox, Asa, of Wells, Pa. vs. Erie R. R. 
et al. Potatoes. No. 7879; p. 844. 
Wilhoit Refining Co., Springfield, Mo. 
vs. M. K. & T. Crude oil. No. 8021; 


Iron bread 


Wilson & Bennett Mfg. Co., Clearing, 
Ill. vs. Belt Ry. Co. of Chicago et al. 
Oil tanks, etc. No. 7617; p. 183. 

Wis. Furniture Co. San ‘Francisco, Calif. 
vs. So. Pac.. Interstate shipments. 
No. 7583, Sub. 13; p. 909. 

Woldert Grocery Co., Tyler Tex. vs. Int. 
& Gt. No. et al. Pecans. No. 7771; 


p. 520. 

Woodland Lumber Co., Philadelphia, Pa. 
vs. Norfolk Southern R. R. et al. 
Lumber. No. 8062; p. 1367. 

Woodson & Graves, Lynchburg, Va. vs. 
Virginian Ry. Co. et al. Lumber. No. 
7711; p. 332. 

Woolson Spice Co., Toledo, O. vs. Pa. 
Co. et al. Demurrage charges. No. 
7925; p. 977. 


Wrigley, Wm., Jr., Chicago, Ill. vs. Sou. 
Pac, et al. Switching charges. No. 
7383, No. 7583, Sub. No. 14; p. 977. 

Young & Co., C. H., St. Paul, Minn., 
Chi., Gt. W. et al. Building stone. 
No. 77138, Sub. No. 1; p. 520. 

Young, John et al of La Moure, N. D. 
vs. L. & N. et al. Automobiles. No. 
7657; p. 270. 

Zelnicker Supply Co., Walter A., St. 
Louis vs. Pa. R. R. Co. et al. Plate- 
iron tanks. No. 7600; p. 183. 


Zimmerman Steel Co., Lone Tree, Ia. 
vs. C. M. & St. P. et al. Automo- 
biles. No. 7756; p. 464, 

Zion’s Co-operative Mercantile Institu- 
tion, Salt Lake City, Utah vs. C. R. 
I. & P. Ry. Co. Cotton denim. No. 
7887; p. 908. 

Zion’s Co-operative Mercantile Institu- 
tion, Salt Lake City, Utah vs. C. R. 
I. & P. Ry. Co. et al. Cotton denim. 

No. 7887; p. 908. 


Conference rulings; routing instructions, 
p. 622; rules of practice amended, p. 
833; waiver of undercharges, p. 1024; 
assessment of demurrage and storage, 
p. 1240; claims for refund of drayage, 
p. 1240; passes to employes of ocean 
carriers, p. 1292; passes to family of 
dead pensioned employes, p. 1292; free 
transportation of car, p. 1383. 








Consolidation of tariffs; report of Com- 
mittee of National Industrial Traffic 
League; p. 1145. 

Container specifications amended; p. 1383. 
Conversion; shipment lost not ordinarily 
considered so (Legal Dept.); p. 1029. 
Cooper, S. H.; communication as to four 

months’ claim; p. 185. 

Co-operation, value of; communication 
from J. D. Hashagen; p. 620. 

Co-operation with carriers; address by 
H. G. Wilson; p. 127. 

Co-operation; communication from Asa 
Coiton; p. 227. 

Coppage, L. B.; article on heavier load- 
ing; p. 340. 

Cornish, G. O.; communication on Cum- 
mins amendment; p. 791. 

Correspondence; 1. C. C. without author- 
; Hs to require railroads to produce it; p. 

Cotton; concentration at Alexandria, La.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1323. 

Cotton; eastbound trans-continental 
rates; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1348. 

Cotton; A. P. Brantley Co. vs. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. R. Co.; see decisions of 
1 Cc. C.3.-p, 2G, 

Cotton; American Round Bale Press Co. 
vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; Ander- 
son, Clayton & Co vs. same; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 88. 

Cotton; Montana, board of railroad coin- 
missioners of the state of, in behalf 
of Montana Mattress Co. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 9. 

Cotton, Oklahoma, Corporation Commis- 
sion of, on behalf of Futch Bros. vs. K. 
C., M. & O. Ry. Co. et al.; see deci- 
sions of I..C. C.; p. 59. 

Cotton; St Louis Cotton Exchange vs. 
M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 200. 

Cotton linters; Salt Lake Mattress & 
Manufacturing Co, et al. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al; 
see decisions of I. C. C.,; p. 72. 

Cotton piece goods; rates from North 
Adams, Mass., and other points to New 
York and other points; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1178, 

Comeion Senator A. B. (Who’s Who); 
Pp. bs , 

Cummins amendment; text of the law, p. 
575; editorials, pp. 598, 646, 813, 861; 
open forum letters, pp. 620, 668, 791; 
statement by author, p. 747; conference 
held by Commission, April 10, p. 835; 
promises of carriers, p. 962; decision 
of Commission, pp. 1063, 1118; brief of 
Francis B. James, p. 1069; brief of N. 
I. T. L., p. 1077; changes in uniform 
bill of lading by official classification 
committee, p. 1199; method of making 
live stock rates, p. 1199; uniform bill 
of lading committee notice of changes 
in O. C. territory, p. 1200; as applied 
to baggage, pp. 1242 and 1269; express 
receipt changed, p. 1295; revised stand- 
ard | bill of lading, p. 1254; Commis- 
sion’s letters as to baggage, p. 1362; 
amended baggage tariffs, p. 1416. 

Daley, D. B.; article on loss and dam- 
age (Short Haul Dept.); p. 243. 

Damage, measure of, for loss of goods 
(Legal Dept.); p. 461. 

Damage warranting reparation; Geo. M. 
Spiegle vs. Southern Ry. Co.; see deci- 
sion of I. C. C.; p. 305. 

Damage in transit; rates on outbound 
shipment (Legal Dept.); p. 1160. 

Damages; measure of, on shipments for 
future delivery (Legal Dept.); p. 1417. 

Damages; measure of, to shipment F, O. 
B. destination (Legal Dept.); p. 1418. 

Damages; liability of carrier for injury 
brakeman who stepped into open bunk- 
er of refrigerator car of bananas; 
Texas & Pacific vs. Murphy; Superior 
Court decision; p. 1408. 

Damages for breach of contract; Mc- 
Arthur Bros. Co. vs. El Paso & South- 
western Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1140. 

Damages, measure of, on shipments 
freight charges prepaid (Legal Dept.); 
p. 1206. 

Damages; carriers liable for natural se- 
quence of breach (Legal Dept.); p. 840. 






Damages for wrongful delivery (Legal 
Dept.); p. 328. 
Daniels, W. M.; member of I. C. C. 


(Who’s Who); p. 323. 

Darnell-Taenzer Lumber Co. vs. South- 
ern Pacific; lumber reparation; decided 
by Ohio Federal Court; p. 963. 

Dauback, L. J.; assistant general traffic 
a Lehigh Portland Cement Co.; 
p. 685. 


DECISIONS OF 


are indexed by title where there 
complainant. 
are indexed by the commodity or sub- 
ject affected. 
dexed by the latter method in the regu- 
lar alphabetical list.) 


INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE COMMISSION. 


(Decisions under the above caption 


is a 
Where there is none they 


All decisions are also in- 


Adrian Wire Fence Co. et al. vs. L. S. 
& M. S. Ry. Co. et al.; case 3611 (33 
I. C. C., 403-408). Upon complaint 
alleging that the carload rates on wire 
from Pittsburgh, Pa., to Adrian, 
Mich., and on wire fence from the 
latter point to Chicago, lll., are un- 
reasonable and subject Adrian to un- 
due prejudice and disadvantage; Held, 
That the grouping of Adrian with De- 
troit, Mich., on traffic from Pitts- 
burgh results in rates which subject 
it to undue prejudice and disadvan- 
tage, and that the rate on wire from 
Pittsburgh to Adrian should not ex- 
ceed the rate to Toledo, Ohio, by 
more than ic per 100 pounds. April 
10, p. 760. 

Agricultural Implements; rates from 
San Francisco, Stockton and other 
points to Spokane and other points; 
I. and S. 460 (33 I. C. C., 119-121). 
Proposed cancellation of proportional 
carload and less-than-carload rates 
on agricultural implements from 
Stockton, Cal., to Portland and East 
Portland, Ore., when destined to 
points beyond, resulting in increased 
rates and an increase in the carload 
minimum from 20,000 to 24,000 pounds, 
found to have been justified. Order 
S. suspension vacated. Feb. 27, p. 

American-Boston Mining Co. et al. vs. 
M., St. P. & S. S. M. Ry. Co. (case 
5669, Sub. 1); same vs. C. & N. W. 
(case 5669, sub. 2); same vs. D. S. S. 
& <A. (case 5669, sub. 3); same vs. 
C. M. & St. P. (case 5669, sub. 4); see 
Newport Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W.; 
Pp. 1108. 5 

American National Live Stock Associa- 
tion et al. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et 
al.; case 6559 (32 I. C. C., 438-443). 
(1) Through routes and joint rates es- 
tablished for the transportation of 
live stock in carloads from certain 
points in Arizona to feeding grounds 
in California. To those rates there 
may be added for branch-line hauls 
and for hauls over two or more lines, 
respectively, the amounts named in 
this report. (2) The decision in 
American National Live Stock Asso- 
ciation vs. S. P. Co., 26 I. C. C., 37, 
that rates for the transportation of 
stock cattle and of stock sheep from 
points in Arizona to points in Cali- 
fornia should not exceed 85 per cent 
of the rates on fat cattle and fat 
sheep adhered to. Jan. 9, p. 80. 

American National Live Stock Associa- 
tion et al. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et 
al.; case 4877 (32 I. C. C., 505-520). 
(1) Upon supplemental hearing the 
conclusion of the original report that 
rates for the transportation of sheep 
or goats in double-deck cars from 
points in Arizona to points in Cali- 
fornia should be the same as the 
rates on fat cattle, affirmed. (2) 
Maximum additional charges for 
branch-line hauls and for hauls over 
two or more lines, prescribed. (3) 
Defendants required to provide in 
their tariffs that when a double-deck 
car is ordered, and two single-deck 
cars are furnished in lieu thereof, the 
charges shall be at the rate for a 
double-deck car of the size ordered. 
provided the shipment could have 
been loaded in a double-deck car. 
Jan. 30, p. 201. 


American Round Bale Press Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al. (case 5758); 
Anderson, Clayton & Co. vs. same; 
case 5759 (32 I. C. C., 458-470). Cot- 
ton shipped from gin points in Arkan- 
sas, Oklahoma and Texas to Houston, 
Tex., and the ports of Galveston and 
Texas City, Tex., and New Orleans, 
La., is usually compressed in transit, 
for which service the railroads pay 
to compress companies 10c per 100 
pounds. Upon cotton which is already 
compressed when .offered to the car- 
riers for transportation, and _ will, 
therefore, cost them nothing in the 
way of compress charges, they make 
a rate of 10c per 100 pounds less than 








that upon cotton to be compressed in 
transit. The net revenue to the car- 
riers in the same in both cases. Com- 
plainants, however, who are interested 
in the manufacture of machines for 
the compressing of cotton at the gin 
into bales of especially high density, 
and shippers of cotton so compressed, 
attack the existing any-quantity rates 
as unreasonable and unduly discrim- 
inatory when applied to bales of high 
density which will load 50,000 pounds 
to a car, and asks that carload rates 
with a 50,006-pound minimum be es- 
tablished; Held, That—(1) The exist- 
ing pd meme rates on cotton are 
not unreasonable nor discriminatory, 
even when applied to bales of high 
density. (2) The cotton industry in 
the Southwest is so organized that 
the existing any-quantity rates are 
best suited to its needs, and the es- 
tablishment of carload rates, though 
they might eect some economies in 
transportation cost, would tend un- 
duly to concentrate the cotton-pro- 
ducing industry, especially in the light 
of the facts that the average product 
of a cotton farm of this region is not 
over 11 bales, and that a carload of 
cotton represents an investment of 
several thousand dollars. Complaint 
dismissed. Jan. 9, p. 88. 

Anderson, Clayton & Co., vs. A. T. & 
S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see American 
pe Bale Press Co. vs. same; DP. 
8 




















































Anderson-Tully Co. et al. vs. Illinois 
Central R. R. Co. et al.; see Bellgrade 
Lumber Co. et al. vs. same; p. 67. 

Anson, Gilkey & Hurd Co. vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al.; case 6490 (33 I. C. 
C., 332-342). Complainants attack the 
rates on sash and doors from their 
manufacturing plants in Wisconsin, 
Iowa and Illinois to points in Central 
Freight Association and Trunk Line 
territories as unreasonable and un- 
justly discriminatory when compared 
with rates on sash and doors from 
points on the pacific Coast to the 
same destinations. They also attack 
the rates on lumber in carloads from 
California, Oregon and Washington 
and from the territory known as the 
“inland empire’ to the points where 
their plants are located, as unreason- 
able. Upon the facts of record, 
Held: (1) That the rates attacked 
have not been shown to be unreason- 
able. (2) That unjust discrimination 
has been proven with respect to the 
classification of lumber and lumber 
products, especially sash and doors, 
in the various compecing territories 
here involved. Carriers required to 
remove such unjust discrimination. 
April 3, p. 696. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A., 
T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6806 
(34 I. C. C., 158-162). The complaint 
attacks as unreasonable the rates on 
sugar and syrup in straight and mixed 
carloads from producing and refining 
points in California to all points in 
Arizona. Subsequent to the hearing 
the carriers published reduced rates 
on these commodities to many points 
of destination in the state; Held, (1) 
Except as to the rates to Phoenix and 
Prescott, Ariz., the evidence of record 
does not show that the rates in effect 
at the time of the hearing on sugar 
and syrup in straight carloads, mini- 
mum weight 36,000 pounds, were un- 
reasonable to a greater extent than 
the amounts of the reductions since 
made. (2) Rates to Phoenix and 
Prescott ordered to be established for 
the future upon a basis of not more 
than 5c per 100 pounds higher than 

the rates to the junction points. (3) 
No finding is made as to the rates on 
sugar and syrup in mixed carloads. 
June 19, p. 1321. 

Arizona Corporation Commission vs. A. 

T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see L. G. 

Ochsenreiter vs. same; p. 930. 

Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. 

et al. vs. Kansas City Stock Yards 

Co.: case 7008 (33 I. C. C., 92-102). 

(1) The Commission is empowered to 

strike a tariff from its files if filed as 

part of a scheme by shippers to se- 
eure unlawful allowances from car- 
riers under pretense of common car- 
riage. (2) Common carriers by rail- 
road may lawfully lease or hire, as 
well as own, suitable facilities for the 
performance of service, which they 
are bound or undertake to perform] 





























































Atlas Portland Cement Co. vs. Lehigh 


Auburn & Alton Coal Co. vs. A. T. & 


Baggage; 


Ballou & Wright vs. N. Y., N. H. & H. 


Basin Supply Co. vs. Texarkana & Ft. 


Bellgrade Lumber Co. et al. vs. Illinois 
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for the public, or discharge some of 
their duties through agents, and 
neither the agents employed nor the 
owners of the facilities procured need 
be common carriers. (3) Allowances 
by common carriers for plant facili- 
ties or plant service are unlawful. 
The distinguishing characteristic of 
plant service is that the facilities em- 
ployed are not accessible or available 
to the public. (4) The Kansas City 
Stock Yards Co. of Missouri is a pub- 
lic utility and its docks for loading 
and unloading live stock and tracks 
leading thereto are instrumentalities 
of public transportation for the use 
of which the trunk line live-stock car- 
riers serving Kansas City may law- 
fully pay, even though shippers of live 
stock participate in the stock yards 
company’s dividends. (5) The Kansas 
City Stock Yards Ci. is not a common 
carrier engaged in interstate com- 
merce. (6) hether the trunk lines 
serving Kansas City can lawfully re- 
fuse to accept or deliver live-stock 
shipments at the Kansas City Stock 
Yards, or increase their present live- 
stock rates to and from Kansas City 
on account of the stock yards com- 
pany’s charges for the use of its 
tracks or for switching cars over 
them, are questions to be determined 
on complaints by shippers whenever 
the trunk lines change their present 
practices or rates. (7) The Commis- 
sion has no jurisdiction to determine 
whether the stock yards company is 
estopped to demand compensation for 
the use of its tracks or for switching 
service over them. Feb. 20, p. 390. 













































Valley R. R. Co.; case 7002 (32 I. C. 
C., 487-488). Upon advice of defend- 
ant’s agent concerning the expected 
time of arrival of certain shipments 
of cement at its terminals in New 
York, N. Y., complainant sent teams 
to defendant’s yards at the appointed 
time for the purpose of hauling the 
same away. Cars were four hours 
late in arriving at the terminal, and 
the claim here is for reparation in the 
amount of the teamsters’ charges dur- 
ing the waiting period. Complaint 
cnes for want of jurisdiction; p. 
11 




















S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see Illinois Coal 
Cases; p. 295. 

regulations restricting its 
shape; I. and S, 444 (33 I. C. C., 266- 
269). Proposed regulation restricting 
the shape of baggage found unreason- 
able in so far as it is intended to ex- 
clude from the regular baggage serv- 
ice pentagonal trunks which are 
within the present limits as to weight 
and dimensions. March 6, p. 489. 



















R. R. Co, et al.; case 6829 (341. C. C., 
120-122). Rates charged for the trans- 
portation of motorcycles in carloads 
from Armory, Mass., to Portland, 
Ore., and Seattle, Wash., found to 
have been unreasonable to the extent 
that they exceeded the first-class rates 
contemporaneously in effect. Repara- 
tion awarded. here a shipper has 
paid an excessive rate he may recover 
as reparation the difference between 
the rate paid and what would have 
been a reasonable rate at the time, 
even though the freight charges were 
added to the a price of the ar- 
ticle transported. une 5, p. 1229. 






























Smith Ry. Co.; case 6001 (33 I. C. C., 
157-159). (1) The carrying of coal for 
use as fuel and to be consumed by 
a vessel engaged in coastwise or for- 
eign trade does not constitute a 
coastwise or export movement of the 
commodity. (2) Defendant’s demur- 
rage regulations relative to the free 
time allowance on bunker coal at Port 
Arthur, Tex., not found to be un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. ‘Feb. 27, p. 444. 

































Central R. R. Co. et al. (case 6576); 
Anderson-Tully Co. et al. _ same; 
case 6656 (32 I. C. C., 403-408). (1) 
Rate of 12c on lumber of all kinds 
from Memphis, Tenn., to New Or- 
leans, La., found not to be unreason- 
able, and complaint dismissed. (2) 
Rates on hardwood lumber other than 
gum, from points south of Memphis, 
Tenn., to New Orleans, La., found to 
be unreasonable and carriers required 

















to maintain lower rates found to be 
reasonable. Jan. 9, p. 67. 

Best, E. C., Co. vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. 
Co, et al.; see Albert Miller & Co. vs. 
— Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; p. 

Best, E. C., Co. vs. Great Northern Ry. 
Co., same vs, Northern Pac. Ry. Co.; 
case 6801 and 6801, sub. 1; (33 IL C. 
C., 1-4). Where tariffs naming rates 
on potatoes from points in Minnesota, 
North Dakota, South Dakota and 
Wisconsin to points in various other 
states were constructed upon the 
theory that the shipper would render 
such service and furnish such instru- 
mentalities as might be necessary to 
protect his shipments from the cold, 
the shipper was not entitled to an 
allowance on account of sums ex- 
pended by him in lining and heating 
cars for that purpose. Feb, 20, p. 372. 

Blackburn-Warden Co. et al. vs. Illinois 
Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 7034 (34 
I. C. C., 58-59). Double first-class 
rating under Southern Classification 
on grapes in baskets in less than car- 
loads found to be justified. Complaint 
dismissed. May 29, p. 1184. 

Boat Line Ownership; application of 
Lake Tahoe Ry. & Transportation Co. 
in connection with operation of boat 
line on Lake Tahoe; case 6980 (33 I. 
C. C., 426-427). Upon application of 
the Lake Tahoe Ry. & Transporta- 
tion Co. for an extension of time be- 
yond July 1, 1914, during which peti- 
tioner may retain ownership in a 
boat line operated by it on Lake Ta- 
hoe; Held, That so long as the re- 
spective operations of petitioner’s rail 
line and boat line remain as ati pres- 
ent, the rail line does not or may not 
compete with the boat line and that 
the continued ownership and opera- 
tion is not and will not be in violation 
of section 5 of the Act to regulate 
commerce as amended by the Panama 
Canal act. April 10, p. 763. 

Boat line control; application of D. S. S. 
& A. Ry. Co., G. R. & I. Ry. Co. and 
M. C. Ry. Co. under Panama Canal 
Act in connection with Mackinac 
Transportation Co.; case 6751 (34 LI. 
C. C., 229-230). Upon joint applica- 
tion of the Duluth, South Shore & At- 
lantic Ry. Co., Grand Rapids & In- 
diana Ry. Co. and the Michigan Cen- 
tral R. R. Co., under the provisions of 
Section 5 of the Act to regulate com- 
merce, as amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, to continue their joint in- 
terest in and operation of the Mack- 
inac Transportation Co., owning ferry 
boats plying between St. Ignace, 
Mich., and Mackinaw City, Mich.; 
Held, (1) That it appears that the pe- 
titioners are parties to through all- 
rail route arrangements between the 
ports served by their boats by which 
it is possible for them to compete for 
traffic with their boats within the 
meaning of the Act. (2) That the 
existing specified service by water is 

being operated in the interest of the 
public and is of advantage to the con- 
venience and commerce of the people, 
and that a continuance thereof will 
neither exclude, prevent nor reduce 
competition on the route by water 
under consideration. June 19, p. 1353. 

Boat line control; application under 
Panama Canal Act of Chicago & Erie 
R. R. Co. (case 6614) and of Erie R. 
R. Co. (case 7010) in eonnection with 
equipment on Chicago River (34 I. C. 
C., 218-220). Upon applications of the 
Chicago & Erie R. R. Co. and the Erie 
R. R. Co., under the provisions of 
Section 5 of the Act to regulate com- 
merce as amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, to continue their interest 
in and operation of certain tugboats, 
barges and other equipment used on 
the Chicago River; Held, (1) That the 
ownership by the Erie R. R. Co. of 
the capital stock of the Chicago & 
Erie R. R. Co. is such as to render Jit 
a@ proper and necessary applicant un- 
der the Act with respect to its inter- 
est in certain water equipment di- 
rectly owned by its subsidiary. (2) 
That the fact that the petitioners are 
parties to through all-rail route ar- 
rangements between the points served 
by the water equipment here involved 
makes it possible for the petitioners 
to compete for traffic with such water 
equipment within the meaning of the 
Act. (3) That the service by water is 
being operated in the interest of the 
public and is of advantage to the con- 
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venience and commerce of the people, 
ana tinat a continuance thereot will 
neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce 
competition on the route by water 
under consideration. The tariffs of 
rates applicable via this water route 
must be filed in accordance with the 
provisions of the Act to become ef- 
hah by July 15, 1915. June 19, p. 


Boat iine control; application of Oregon- 


Washington R. K. & Navigation Co. 
under kanama Canal Act in connec- 
tion with San Francisco & Portiand 
Steamship Co.; case 7065 (34 I. C. C., 
165-168). Upon application of the 
Oregon-Washington R. R. & Nav. Co., 
under the provisions of Section 5 of 
the Act to regulate commerce as 
amended by the Panama Canal Act, 
for an extension of time beyond July 
1, 1914, in which petitioner may con- 
tinue to operate the San Francisco & 
Portiand Steamship Co.; Held, (1) 
Following Lake Line Applications Un- 
der Panama Canal Act, 33 I. C. C., 
699, and S. P. “Co. Ownership of Oil 
Steamers, 34 I. C. C., 77, a rail car- 
rier does not necessarily have to reach 
a point in order to compete for traf- 
fic with water carriers that operate 
directly to that point, but such com- 
petition may exist by the rail carriers 
participating in joint rates. (2) The 
Oregon- Washington R. R. & Nav. Co. 
does or may compete for traffic with 
the San Francisco & Portland S. S. 
Co. within the meaning of the Act. 
(3) The operation of San Francisco & 
Portland S. S. Co. is in the interest 
of the public and of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the peo- 
ple, and a continuance of such opera- 
tion will neither exclude, prevent nor 
reduce competition on the route by 
water. The application should be 
granted. (4) All the rates, fares, 
schedules and regulations of the San 
' Francisco & Portland S. S. Co. cov- 
ering traffic subject to the Act moved 
by it in the operations considered 
herein must be filed with the Com- 
mission and pe as required by 
the Act and the rules and regulations 
of the Commission. June 19, p. 1324. 


Boat line control; application of South- 


ern Pacific Co. and Central Pacific Ry. 
Co. under Panama Canal Act in con- 
nection with boats on Sacramento 
River and connecting waters; case 
6591 (34 I. C. C., 174-178). Upon ap- 
plication of the Southern Pacific Co. 
and the Central Pacific Ry. Co., un- 
der the provisions of Section 5 of the 
Act to regulate commerce as amended 
by the Panama Canal Act, for an ex- 
tension of time beyond July 1, 1914, 
during which petitioner may continue 
to operate boats on the Sacramento 
River and connecting waters; Held, 
(1) That the Southern Pacific Co. does 
compete for traffic with its boat line 
in its operation on the Sacramento 
River and connecting waters within 
the meaning of the Act. (2) That the 
operation of the boat line is in the 
interest of the public and of advan- 
tage to the convenience and commerce 
of the people; that its continued op- 
eration by petitioner will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competition 
on the route by water, and that the 
application should be granted. (3) 
That the rates, fares, schedules and 
regulations of the boat line on the 
Sacramento River and _ connecting 
waters, governing traffic subject to 
the Act, moved by it in its operations 
considered herein must be filed with 
the Commission and posted as re- 
quired by the Act and the rules and 
regulations of the Commission. June 
12, p. 1279. 


Boat line control; application of Erie 


R. R. Co. under Panama Canal Act in 
connection with Lake Keuka Naviga- 
tion Co.; case 6616 (34 I. C. C., 212- 
213). Upon application of the Erie R. 
R. Co. under the provisions of Section 
5 of the Act to regulate commerce, as 
amended by the Panama Canal Act, 
for authority to continue its interest 
in and operation of the Lake Keuka 
Navigation Co.; Held, That said pe- 
titioner does not compete for traffic 
with the said Lake Keuka Navigation 
Co. within the meaning of the Act. 
June 12, p. 1277. 

Boat line control; Application of S. P. 
Co. under Panama Canal Act, in con- 
nection with operation of Pacific Mail 
Steamship Co.; case 6605 (32 I. C. C., 


690-700). Upon petition of the South- 
ern Pacific Co., under Section 5 of the 
Act, as amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, for an extension of time 
during which petitioner may retain 
ownership in the Pacific Mail Steam- 
ship Co.; Held, (1) The words ‘‘may 
compete for traffic’? as used in the 
Act do not mean a vague, possible, 
though improbable, conpetition; but 
mean a probable, potential competi- 
tion, as when the water line is en- 
tirely divorced from the railroad. (2) 
The competition referred to is “for 
traffic.” There is no limitation or 
qualification of these words. They 
therefore cover all interstate coast- 
wise or foreign traffic. (3) The Pacific 
Mail Steamship Co., operating boats 
between San Francisco, Cal., and Bal- 
boa or Colon, the termini of the Pana- 
ma Canal, may compete for coastwise 
interstate traffic between points in the 
United States; for traffic between 
points in the United States and points 
in Mexico; and for traffic between 
points in the United States and points 
in foreign countries, with the South- 
ern Pacific Co.’s rail lines from San 
Francisco. (4) The ‘‘existing specified 
service by water’’ designated in the 
Act is not determined or measured by 
the character of the several shipments 
carried, but by the operation of vessel 
or vessels. (5) The Commission is 
without power to grant any extension 
of time as to vessel or vessels operat- 
ing or to operate between San Fran- 
cisco and Colon, for the reason that 
that service by water would be 
“through the Panama Canal.” If it 
shall be made to appear that certain 
specified vessel or vessels will operate 
no farther than Balboa, the Commis- 
sion could, as to such vessel or ves- 
sels, grant an extension of time. (6) 
From the record it appears that the 
service proposed, other than _ that 
through the Panama Canal, would be 
in the interests of the public and of 
advantage to the convenience and 
commerce of the people, and that its 
continuance would neither exclude, 
prevent, nor reduce competition on the 
route by water under consideration. 
(7) In every case in which extension 
of time is granted under Section 5 of 
the Act, the rates, schedules and prac- 
tices of the water carrier, governing 
traffic subject to the Act, must be sub- 
ject to all of the provisions of the Act 
in the same manner and to the same 
extent as is the rail carrier control!ing 
or interested in such water carrier. 
(8) Record held open for sixty days, 
within which petitioner may, if it so 
elects, file amendment to the petition 
as to boats that will go no farther 
than Balboa. Feb. 20, p. 368. 


Boat line control; application of South- 


ern Pacific Co. and Associated Oil Co. 
under Panama Canal Act in connec- 
tion with oil steamers; case 7060 (34 
I. Cc. C., 77-82). Upon application of 
the Southern Pacific Co. and Asso- 
ciated Oil Co., under the provisions of 
Section 5 of the Act to regulate com- 
merce, as amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, for an extension of time 
beyond July 1, 1914, during which pe- 
titioner may retain ownership in oil 
steamers operated between certain 
California ports and points in Oregon, 
Washington, Alaska and the Hawaiian 


‘Islands; Held, That a rail carrier does 


not necessarily have to reach a point 
in order to compete with water car- 
riers that operate directly to that 
point, but that such competition may 
exist by the rail carrier’s participation 
in joint rates. That the Southern Pa- 
cific Co. does or may compete with its 
oil steamers between California ports 
and points in the states of Oregon 
and Washington and such continued 
ownership and operation beyond July 
1, 1914, is denied, effective July 15, 
1915. That, unless the Southern Pa- 
cific Co. participates, by its rail lines, 
or in connection with other lines, in 
transportation of oil from California 
points to a port for transshipment to 
Alaska, the continued ownership and 
operation of its oil steamers between 
the California ports and ports of 
Alaska, transporting only oil destined 
to Alaska, is not, and will not be, in 
violation of the provisions of Section 
5 of the Act to regulate commerce, as 
amended by the Panama Canal Act. 
That the Southern Pacific Co. does 
not compete with its oil steamers in 


11 


their operation to the Hawaiian 
Islands, and as to that service the 
continued ownership and operation of 
these boats will not be in violation of 
the provisions of Section 5 of the Act 
to regulate commerce, as amended by 
the Panama Canal Act. That if peti- 
tioners own any common carrier pipe 
line which does or may compete with 
the operations of its boat line, such 
ownership and operation is within the 
provisions of the Panama Canal Act. 
That nothing said herein is to be con- 
strued as a finding that the Southern 
Pacific Co.’s ownership in and trans- 
portation of its oil is not within the 
prohibition of the commodities clause 
of the Act. June 5, p. 1224, 


Boat line control; applications under 


Panama Canal Act of Pennsylvania 
Co. (case 6618) and Canadian Pacific 
Ry. Co. (case 6666) concerning opera- 
tion of Pennsylvania-Ontario Trans- 
portation Co. (34 I. C. C., 47-48). 
Upon application of the Pennsylvania 
Ry. Co., under the provisions of Sec- 
tion 5 of the Act to regulate com- 
merce, as amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, to continue their interest 
in and joint operation of the Penn- 
sylvania-Ontario Transportation Co.; 
Held, That the existence of through 
all-rail routes with joint rates appli- 
cable thereto in which the petitioners 
participate renders it possible for pe- 
titioners to compete with the boat 
line in which they are interested, 
within the meaning of the Act. Upon 
the facts of record the continued joint 
interest in and operation of the Penn- 
sylvania-Ontario Transportation Co. 
by the petitioners herein is in the 
public interest and will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competition 
on the route by water under consid- 
eration. May 29, p. 1180. 


Boat line control; application of Grand 


Trunk Ry. Co. of Canada under Pan- 
ama Canal Act in connection with op- 
eration of Ontario Car Ferry Co., 
Ltd.; case 6624 (34 I. C. C., 49-51). 
Upon application, under Section 5 of 
the Act to regulate commerce, as 
amended by the Panama Canal Act, 
of the Grand Trunk Ry. Co. of Canada 
to continue its interest in and joint 
operation of the Ontario Car Ferry 
Co., Ltd., of Canada; Held, That the 
participation of petitioner in through 
all-rail routes between the ports 
served by the ferry boat line in which 
it is interested makes it possible for 
the petitioner to compete with such 
ferry boat line within the meanings 
of Section 5 of the Act, as amended 
by the Panama Canal Act. That the 
facts support a finding that the exist- 
ing service by water is being operated 
in the interest of the public and is 
of advantage to the convenience and 
commerce of the people, and that a 
continuance of these will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competition 
on the route by water under consid- 
eration. The Ontario Car Ferry Co. 
will be expected to file its tariffs ac- 
cording to law to become effective 
by July 1, 1915. May 29, p. 1181. 


Boat line control; application of B., R. 


Ry. Co. under Panama Canal 
Act concerning operation of Ontario 
Car Ferry Co., Ltd.; case 6671 (34 I. 
C. C,, 52-54). Upon application, under 
Section 5 of the Act to regulate com- 
merce, aS amended by the Panama 
Canal Act, of the Buffalo, Rochester 
& Pittsburgh Ry. Co. to continue its 
interest in and joint operation of the 
Ontario Car Ferry Co., Ltd., of Can- 
ada; Held, That the participation of 
petitioner in through all-rail routes 
between the ports served by the ferry 
boat line in which it is interested 
makes it possible for the petitioner to 
compete with such ferry boat line 
within the meaning of Section 5 of the 
Act as amended by the Panama Canal 
Act. That the facts support a finding 
that the at service by water is 
being operated in the interest of the 
public and is of.advantage to the con- 
venience and commerce of the people, 
and that an extension of the petition- 
er’s interest therein. will neither ex- 
clude, prevent, nor reduce competition 
on the route by water under consid- 
eration. The Ontario Car. Ferry Co. 
will be expected to file its tariffs ac- 
cording to law to become effective by 
July 1, 1915. May 29, p. 1182. 
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to have been unreasonable. Repara- 

tion awarded. June 19, p. 1350. 

Campbell’s Creek Coal Co. vs. Ann Ar- 
bor R. R. Co. et al.; cases 5572 and 
5584; H. C. Dickinson et al. vs. same; 
case 5651 (33 I. C. C., 558-562). Upon 
rehearing; Held, That through routes 
and joint rates should be established 
for the transportation of coal from 
points on the line of the Campbell’s 
Creek Railroad to the interstate des- 
tinations mentioned in Kanawha & 
Michigan Ry. tariff I. C. C. No. 31 
and supplements thereto, and such 
joint rates should not exceed the 
main-line or district rates now applied 
from points on the lines of the Coal 
& Coke and the Kanawha & West Vir- 
ginia railroads to the same destina- 
tions. May 1, p. 934. 

Car ferry allowances at Cheboygan, 
Mich.; I. and S. 400 (32 I. C. C., 578- 
581). The cancellation by carriers of 
tariffs providing for certain car ferry 
allowances at Cheboygan, Mich., is 
permitted. Feb. 6, p. 259. 

Cement, lime and plaster; mixed car- 
load shipments from interstate to 
Arkansas points; I. and S. 554 (34 I. 
C. C., 124-127). Proposed withdrawal 
of tariff provision under which mixed 
carloads of lime, cement and plaster 
are shipped “from interstate to Ar- 
kansas points’’ found not to be justi- 
fied. Tariff withdrawing the provision 
ordered to be canceled and carriers 
required to name such provision by 
other tariffs, upon the basis of the 
highest rated commodity contained in 
the mixture. June 12, p. 1272. 


Cement; cement rates between points in 
Illinois and points in Minnesota and 
other states; I. and S. 408 (32 I. C. C.. 
369-375). (1) Proposed increased rates 
on cement in carloads from Chicago, 
Ill., and certain other points to St. 
Paul and Minneapolis, Minn., and to 
points in Wisconsin found to have 
been justified. (2) Proposed increased 
rates on cement in carloads from 
Mason City and Des Moines, la., to 
St. Paul and Minneapolis found to 
have been justified in part only. (3) 
Proposed increased rates on cement in 
carloads from Iola and related points 
in the state of Kansas to St. Paul and 
Minneapolis found not to have been 
justified. (4) Proposed increased 
rates on cement in carloads from 
Mankato, Minn., to Chicago found to 
be justified. Jan. 2, p. 16. 


Cement rates from Duluth, Minn., 
Mason City and Des Moines, Ia., to 
stations on the Midland Continental 
R. R.; I. and S. 463 (32 I. C. C., 540- 
542). Proposed rates for the trans- 
portation of cement in carloads from 
Duluth, Minn., and Mason City and 
Des Moines, Iowa, to points in North 
Dakota on the Midland Continental 
R. R. found to have been justified and 
—T. of suspension vacated. Jan. 30, 

Cement; rates from Salt Lake City and 
other points to Butte, Mont., and 
other destinations; I. and S. 467 (33 
I. C. C., 5-7). Proposed increased 
rates on cement in carloads from Salt 
Lake City, Bakers and Devil’s Slide, 
Utah, to Butte and Anaconda, Mont., 
and other points in Montana and 
Idaho, found not to have been justi- 
fied. Feb. 20, p. 373. 

Central Commercial Co. vs. L. & N. R. 
R. Co.; case 4788 (33 I. C. C., 164-167). 
Upon rehearing held that defendant 
should permit the reconsignment and 
diversion of carload shipments of 
rosin at points on its line moving from 
Pensacola, Fla., to Chicago, Ill., and 
diverted in transit to Cincinnati, Ohio, 
on basis of the through rate from . 
Pensacola to Cincinnati plus a maxi- 
mum charge of $5 as compensation 
for services rendered in connection 
_ such diversion. March 13, p. 



























































































nor reduce competition on the respec- 
tive routes by water under considera- 
tion. The ferryboat line of the peti- 
tioners will be required to file such of 
its tariffs as are not now on file with 
the Commission: in accordance with 
the provisions of the Act, to become 

effective July 1, 1915. May 29, p. 1191. 

Boise Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Pacific & 
Idaho Northern Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6280 (33 I. C. C., 109-116). (1) Rate 
of 9c per 100 pounds for the interstate 
transportation of saw logs from sta- 
tions on the Pacific & Idaho Northern 
Ry. in Idaho to Boise, Idaho, found 
to have been unreasonable to the ex- 
tent that it exceeded 7c per 100 
pounds. Future rate prescribed. (2) 
If the nature or value of a commod- 
ity offered for transportation is such 
as to demand an unreasonably low 
rate, there is no lawful obligation 
upon the carrier to meet this demand. 
(3) Saw logs are a low-grade com- 
modity, the transportation of which 
for long distances may not always be 
logical or practicable, and in so far 
as concerns the administration of the 
_law the carrier has discharged its 
duty in this respect when it has ac- 
corded reasonable and nondiscrimina- 
tory rates. Feb. 27, p. 439. 

Boldt, Charles, Co., vs. C. R. I. & P. 
et al. (case 4696); same vs. C. B. & 
Q. et al. (case 4696, sub. 1); Federal 
Glass Co. et al.. vs. C. R. L & P. et 
al. (case 6000), (33 I. C. C., 8-13). 
(1) Upon rehearing, rate of $1.80 per 
net ton prescribed as a@ maximum on 
glass from Ottawa, Ill., to Cincinnati, 
Ohio. (2) Rates on glass sand from 
Ottawa to various other points in 
Ohio found unreasonable. Feb. 20, p. 
374. 

Brantley, A. P., Co. vs. Atlantic Coast 
Line R. R. Co.; case 6705 (34 I. C. C., 
21-24). Rates on sea-island seed cot- 
ton from points in northern Florida 
to Blackshear, Ga., not found unreas- 
onable and complaint dismissed. May 
22; p. 1141. 

Brick and Tile; rates on brick and tile 
from Creighton and Deepwater, Mo.; 
I. and S. 425 (32 I. C. C., 497-500). 
(1) Proposed increase from 4c to 7c 


Boat line control; application of Grand 
Trunk Western Ry. Co. under Pan- 
ama Canal Act concerning operation 
of Grand Trunk Milwaukee Car Ferry 
Co.; case 6786 (34 I. C. C., 54-57). 
Upon application of the Grand Trunk 
Western Ry. Co., under the provisions 
of Section 5 of the Act to regulate 
commerce, as amended by the Pan- 
ama Canal Act, to continue its inter- 
est in the Grand Trunk Milwaukee 
Car Ferry Co.; Held, That the inter- 
ownership existing between the Grand 
Trunk Milwaukee Car Ferry Co., the 
Detroit, Grand Haven & Milwaukee 
Ry. Co., the Grand Trunk Western 
Ry. Co. and the Grand Trunk Ry. Co. 
of Canada is such as to bring the 
present application within the pro- 
visions of Section 5 of the Act. That 
the existence of through routes via 
which joint through rates are appli- 
cable to Milwaukee, participated in 
by the petitioner, establishes a possi- 
bility of competition between the rails 
of the pétitioner and the boats in 
which it is interested. That the op- 
eration of the existing specified serv- 
ice by water line concerned is in the 
interest of the public and is of advan- 
tage to the convenience and commerce 
of the people, and that an extension 
of such interest and operation will 
neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce 
competition on the route by water 
under consideration. The Grand 
Trunk Milwaukee Car Ferry Co. will 
be required to file its tariffs accord- 
ing to law, to become effective by 
July 1, 1915. May 29, p. 1182. 

Boat line control; application of Ann 
Arbor R. R. Co. under Panama Canal 
Act in connection with car ferry boats 
on Lake Michigan; case 6709 (34 I. C. 
C., 83-85). Upon application of the 
Ann Arbor R. R. Co. under the pro- 
visions of Section 5 of the Act to reg- 
ulate commerce, as amended by the 
Panama Canal Act, to continue its 
ownership and operation of certain 
ear ferry boats plying on Lake Michi- 
gan; Held, That the existence of 
paralleling through all-rail routes, via 
Chicago, reaching the ports served by 
the pottioner a. in — the 

etitioner participates, makes pos- 
Bible for it to compete with its boats per a poe 7 ee _ 
within the meaning of the Act. That on drain tile ane. a Pp RS = 
the existing specified service by water Deepwater ane ge Ie 
is being operated in the interest of Kansas City, Mo., not foun a oe 
the public and is of advantage to the justified, but an increase -. c per 
convenience and commerce of the peo- 100 pounds permitted. (2) Propose 
ple, and that an extension thereof wil! increase from 5c to 7c per 100 pounds 
neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce in the rate on hollow building tile 
competition on the routes by water from Deepwater and Creighton to 
under consideration. May 29, p. 1191. Kansas City not found to be a 

Boat line control; application of Pere and schedules under suspension di- 

Marquette and Bessemer & Lake Erie rected to be canceled. (3) Proposed 
R. R. companies under Panama Canal increase in the rate on brick from 6c 

Act concerning car-ferry boats; case to 7c per 100 pounds from Creighton, 

6691 (34 I. C. C., 86-89). Upon appli- Mo., to Corral and Knox, Kan.,; and 

cation of the Pere Marquette R. R. from 6%c to 7c from Creighton, Mo., 

Co., under the provisions of Section 6 to. Valley Falls, Kan., not found to 

of the Act to regulate commerce, as be justified and schedules under sus- 

amended by the Panama Canal Act, pension directed to be canceled. Jan. 

to continue its interest in and opera- 23, p. 155. 

tion of certain ferryboat lines, and Buffalo Cereal Co. vs. L. S. & M. S. 

upon a like application of the Besse- Ry. Co. et al.; see Mixed Car Deal- 

mer & Lake Erie, R, zn = 2 con- nae D. L. & W. R. R. Co. 

tinue its interest in an nt opera- +3 _D- . 

tion of the Marquette & Bessemer Buffalo Lumber Exchange and Buffalo 

Dock & Navigation Co.; Held, That Chamber of Commerce vs. Alabama 

the record does not show that the rail Central Ry. et al.; see Lumber tran- 

lines of the Pere Marquette R. R. Co. sit privileges at Butalo; p. 998. 

compete with its ferryboats operating Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. 

on the Detroit River between Detroit, B. & O. S. W. R. R. Co. et al.; see 

Mich., and Windsor, Ont., and on the Illinois Coal Cases; p. 295. 

St. Clair River between Port Huron, California Corrugated Culvert Co. vs. 

Mich., and Sarnia, Ont., within the Alabama Great Southern R. R. Co. et 

meaning of the Act to regulate com- al.; case 6493; Security Vault and 

merce as amended. That the Pere Metal Works and Coast Culvert and 

Marquette R. R. Co. is a party to ae Co. “ S > & 94% = Po 
aralleling thro ll-rail routes via et al.; case » Sub, - C. C., 

= i. ee ae te Yee 445-447). Rate of 95¢ per 100 pounds 

ferryboats operating on Lake Michi- for the transportation of corrugated 
gan, and that within the meaning of galvanized sheet iron in carloads from 
the Act said petitioner may compete ao os tgs t Ohio, to Pacific coast 
with such ferryboats. That the peti- points not found to have been un- 
tioners, Pere Marquette R. R. Co. and reasonable, but “held to have been 

Bessemer & Lake Erie R. R. Co., are unjustly discriminatory to the extent 

parties to paralleling through all-rail that it exceeded the rate of 85c con- 

routes between the ports served by temporaneously in effect between the 
their ferryboats operating on Lake same points on plain galvanized sheet 


Erie, and that said petitioners may iron. Reparation denied. April 10, 























































































































































































































































































Charlotte, City of, N. C., et al. vs. 
Southern Ry. Co. et al.; cases 6301 
and 6301, sub. 1; City of Rock Hill, 
S. C., vs. same; case 6651; portions 
of Fourth Section Applications 1548, 
1561 and 1573 (34 I. C. C., 128-134). 

































compete with said ferryboat within p. 770 Rates on cast-iron pipe in carloads 
the meaning of the Act. That the California Pine Box & Lumber. Co, vs. from East Radford and Lynchburg, 
record shows that the existing. speci- & R al.; cases Va., and Anniston, Ala., to Charlotte. 


‘ae . F. Ry. Co. et 
6414, 7020 and 7020, sub. 1 (34 I. C. C., 
257-261). Rates charged for the trans- 
portation of four carloads of box 
shooks from Williams, Ariz., over in- 
terstate routes to Clifton, Ariz., found 


N. C., and Rock Hill, S. C., not found 
to have been unreasonable. Fourth 
Section applications named granted in 
pert and denied in part... June 12, p. 


fied services by water on Lake Erie 
and Lake Michigan are of advantage 
to the convenience and commerce of 
the people and that a continuance 
thereof will neither exclude, prevent, 
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Chattanooga Packet Co. vs. Illinois Cen- 


tral R. R. Co. et al.; case 7211 (33 I. 
Cc. C., 384-393). By restricting the 
application of their proportional rates 
to and from Ohio River crossings to 
traffic routed over their southern rail 
connections’ defendants are unjustly 
discriminating against the complain- 
ant and against shippers who desire 
to route their goods over complain- 
ant’s boat line. A proportional rate 
the use of which is limited to ship- 
ments over a particular line is un- 
justly discriminatory. (Bascom Co. 
vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co., 17 1.°C. C., 
354; Rosenbaum Bros. vs. L. & N. R. 
R. Co., 22 I. C. C., 62. The fact that 
tne proportional rates to and from the 
Ohio River are compelled by com- 
petition can have no bearing upon our 
determination of the issue of unjust 
discrimination. If carriers are per- 
mitted to apply higher rates for the 
same service on traffic routed over 
connecting water lines than on traf- 
fic routed all rail, they will be in a 
position to destroy all water competi- 
tion, and to deprive shippers of the 
advantage of their location upon navi- 
gable waters. Defendants required to 
apply the same rates to traffic be- 
tween Chattanooga and points north 
of the Ohio River routed via Brook- 
port, Metropolis and Joppa and com- 
plainant’s boat line as they contem- 
poraneously apply on traffic routed via 
their southern rail connections. De- 
fendants permitted to make a reason- 
able charge to cover the additional 
expense, if any, of interchange with 
boat lines over and above the cost of 
neree with rail carriers. April 
3, p. 707. 


Chicago, Ottawa & Peoria Ry. Co. vs. 
Cc 


. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6684 
(33 I. C. C., 578-576). On complaint 
of failure of defendants to establish 
through routes and joint rates with 
complainant between interstate points 
on their respective lines; Held, That 
the evidence fails to show such public 
necessity for the routes and rates 
asked for as to require the exercise of 
the authority granted by the act. 
Complaint dismissed. May 1, p. 942. 


Cincinnati Team Owners’ Assn. vs. B. 


& O. R. R. Co, et al.; see Tailboard 
cases; p. 61. 


Claflin, Lon, et al. vs. Oregon Short 


Line R. R. Co. et al; see ; 
Griffing et al. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. 
etal. Jan. 2, p. 8. 


Class and commodity rates to Salt Lake 


City, Utah, and other points; I. and 
S. 411 (32 I. C. C., 551-559). Proposed 
class and commodity rates from Mis- 
souri River points and Mississippi 
River points, Chicago and intermedi- 
ate territory on the one hand and 
Utah common points on the other 
found to have been justified and or- 
der a suspension vacated. Jan. 30, 
p. 215. 


Class and commodity; freight rates be- 


tween points in Minnesota via inter- 
state routes and between points in 
Minnesota and other states; I. and S. 
406 (32 I. C. C., 361-368). Proposed 
increased class rates between Duluth, 
Minn., and related points on the one 
hand, and St. Paul and Minneapolis, 
Minn., and related points on the other 
hand, and proposed increased com- 
modity rates from and to the same 
and other points, found to be justified 
except as to cement, lime and plas- 
ter, and except in so far as violations 
of the long-and-short-haul rule of the 


fourth section would result from such 


rates. The proposed rates on cement, 
lime and plaster are found not to be 
justified. Jan. 2, p. 13. 


Classification of address plates, culverts, 


and-iron or steel tanks; I. and S. 505 
(33 I. C. C., 281-287). (1) Proposed 
Southern Classification rating of first 
class, applicable to interstate trans- 
ortation of address plate, found not to 
Be justified, and respondents required 
to establish a rating applicable thereto 
not to exceed second class. (2) Pro- 
posed changes in Southern Classifica- 
tion with reference to tanks (iron or 
steel, not otherwise indexed by name). 
and culverts, found to be justified and 
order of suspension as to schedules 
eae thereto vacated. March 13, 
p. 547. 


Clay; rates on clay from points in 


Georgia to eastern a I. and S. 449 
(32 I. C. C., 564-567). Proposed in- 
creased rates on clay in carload quan- 
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tities from points in Georgia and 
South Carolina to New York, N. Y., 
Boston, Mass., and other eastern 
points found not justified. Jan. 30, p. 


218. 
Coal; bituminous coal rates to Balti- 


more and other points; I. and S, 475 
(33 I. C. C., 307-317). (1) Proposed 
increases in rates for the transporta- 
tion of bituminous coal from mines in 
Pennsylvania, Maryland and West 
Virginia to Philadelphia, Pa., Wil- 
mington, Del., and Baltimore, Md., 
for transshipment to points inside the 
capes of the Delaware’ and Chesa- 
peake bays not justified. Tariffs nam- 
ing the increased. rates required to be 
canceled. (2) If rail carriers be per- 
mitted to establish rates in connection 
with water carriers upon a basis 
which will equalize shippers at vari- 
ous points along the waterway, they 
will absorb the benefit which should 
accrue to the public of the lower cost 
of a transportation. March 20, 
Dp. 2 


Coal; switching charges on coal and 


coke within the Chicago switching 
district; I. and S. 420 (32 I. C. C., 444- 
448). Proposed increased rates on 
bituminous coal and coke from_ points 
in Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and 
West Virginia to Chicago & North 
Western stations, Peterson avenue, 
Crawford avenue, Weber and Green- 
wood streets, not justified in full. 
Reasonable maximum rates prescribed. 
Jan. 9, p. 83. 


a dee Mercantile Co. et al. vs. M., 


. & T. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6337 (3 
I. C. C., 122-125). Rates on classes 
and certain commodities to Coffey- 
ville and Independence, Kan., from 
St. Louis, Mo., and points taking the 
same rates, or rates based thereon; 
from Chicago, Peoria and other points 
taking the Chicago rates, and from 
points east of the Indiana-Illinois 
state line made by combination on St. 
Louis; found to be unreasonable and 
unjustly discriminatory. Reasonable 
maximum rates prescribed. Repara- 
tion denied. March 6, p. 480. 


Coffeyville Mercantile Co. et al. vs. M., 


& T. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6337 (34 
I, Cc. C., 231-233). Upon reargument; 
Held, That no occasion has been 
shown for modifying the original re- 
port and order. June 19, p. 1341. 


Coke; rates on coke from Chicago and 


Peoria, Ill., to St. Paul, Duluth, Minn., 
and other points; I. and S. 448 (32 
I. C. C., 543-546). (1) Proposed in- 
creased rates on coke in carloads from 
St. Louis, Mo., Chicago, Waukegan 
and Peoria, Ill., Milwaukee and other 
points in Wisconsin and Menominee, 
Mich., to points in Minnesota other 
than Duluth and in Wisconsin, Iowa 
and South Dakota justified. (2) Pro- 
posed increased rates on the same 
commodity from the same points of 
origin to Duluth, Minn., held unrea- 
sonable to the extent that they ex- 
ceed $2.15 per ton. Jan. 30, p. 212. 


Columbia Chamber of Commerce vs. 


Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case 4656 (32 
I. C. C., 504-508). (1) Upon rehear- 
ing the substance of our prior report 
in this case, 28 I. C. C., 339, is af- 
firmed. That report, nevertheless, is 
changed as follows: (2) Certain ad- 
justments of class rates from particu- 
lar eastern points of origin, which 
were not called to our attention at 
the first hearing, require a modifica- 
tion of the terms of our conclusions 
with respect to commodity rates from 
points from which the rates are made 
with relation to'the rates from Bal- 
timore, Md., to Columbia, S. C., and 
to Augusta, Ga. (3) In view of the 
readjustment of rates in the south- 
east, now progressing, no order 
should issue at this time with respect 
in class and commodity rates from 
Cincinnati, Ohio, Louisville, Ky., and 
Knoxville, Tenn., to Columbia and to 
Augusta. The defendants are ad- 
monished, however, that substantial 
conformity to the conclusions an- 
nounced in the prior report will be 
expected. Jan. 23, p. 157. 


Commodity rates to Pacific Coast Ter- 


minals and intermediate points; 4th 
section applications 205, 342, 343, 344, 
349, 350, 352; in re applications for 


relief from the 4th section, etc., with 


respect to commodity rates from east- 
ern defined territories to Pacific Coast 
terminals and intermediate points (34 
I. Cc. C., 18-20). . (1) Plans suggested 
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for constructing rates to intermediate 
back-haul points not approved. Car- 
riers authorized to construct such 
rates by adding to terminal rates not 
more than 75 per cent of the local 
rates from the nearest terminal to 
destination, or by adding arbitraries 
to the terminal rates, varying with 
distance from the ports, such arbi- 
traries to be not more than 75 per 
cent of the local rates, the aggregate 
not to exceed the maximum pre- 
scribed for intermediate points in this 
order. (2).Carriers authorized to extend 
terminal rates to the following Pacific 
Coast ports: San Diego, San Pedro, E. 
San Pedro, Wilmington, E. Wilming- 
ton, San Francisco and Oakland, Cal.; 
Astoria and Portland, Ore.; Vancou- 
ver, Bellingham, South Bellingham, 
Everett, Tacoma, Seattle, Aberdeen, 
Hoquiam and Cosmopolis, Wash. (3) 
Report and order of Jan. 29, 1915, so 
modified as to permit maximum less- 
than-carload rates from the Missouri 
River to intermediate points on first 
and second class commodities of $1.72 
per 100 pounds when lower rates are 
— to coast terminals. May 22, 
p. \ 


Commutation fares at Washington; I. 


and S. 567 (33 I. C. C., 428-442). Com- 
mutation fares in and out of Wash- 
ington, D. C., on the Baltimore & 
Ohio R, R. Co. were sought to be in- 
creased by advancing the price of the 
60-trip monthly and the 10-trip tickets 
and by withdrawing the 180-trip quar- 
terly and the 24 and 50 trip tickets; 
Held, That the withdrawal of the 24, 
50 and 180 trip tickets is justified; 
increased price of 10-trip tickets justi- 
fied, and increased price of 60-trip 
tickets not justified. April 10, p. 764. 
Corrigan, McKinney & Co. vs. M., St. P. 
& S. S. Marie (case 5563); same vs. C. 
& N. W. (case 5563, sub. 1); see New- 
post Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W.; p. 


Cotton eastbound transcontinental 


rates; I. and S. 526 (34 I. C. C., 248- 
252). Proposed withdrawal of com- 
pression-in-transit arrangement on 
cotton from southern California and 
Arizona producing points to St. Louis, 
Mo., New Orleans, La., Galveston, 
Tex., and intermediate territory east 
of El Paso, Tex., found not justified. 
Proposed increase in rates justified 
in part. June 19, p. 1348. 


Cotton; concentration at Alexandria, 


La.; rates on uncompressed cotton and 
cotton linters concentrated and com- 
pressed in transit at Alexandria; I. 
and S. 558 (34 I. C. C., 163-164). Pro- 
posed increases in rates on cotton and 
cotton linters concentrated and com- 
pressed at Alexandria, La., and re- 
shipped via respondent’s line not jus- 
tified. Suspended schedules must be 
canceled. June 19, p. 1323. 


Cotton piece goods; rates from North 


Adams, Mass., and other points, to 
New York and other points; I. and S. 
559 (34 I. C. C., 41-44). Proposed in- 
creased rates on cotton piece goods 
and woolen piece goods from North 
Adams, Mass., and other points on 
the Boston & Maine and Boston & 
Albany railroads to New York, N. Y., 
and other points found to have been 
justified. Orders suspending the op- 
eration of the tariffs vacated. May 
29, p. 1178. 


Crew-Levick Co. vs. Pennsylvania R. R. 


Co.; see Pennsylvania Paraffine Works 
vs. same; p. 1327. 

Crow’s Nest Pass Coal Co., Ltd., vs. 
Great Northern Ry. Co.; case 6464 
(32 I. C. C., 479-480). 
charges on certain cars of coal at Re- 
public, Wash., found to have been as- 
sessed in accordance with tariff pro- 
oe and complaint dismissed; p. 


Crowdus Bros. et al. vs. Atchison, To- 
peka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al. (case 
6021); rates on hides from Oklahoma 
points; I. and S. 447 (32 I. C. C., 355- 
360). (1) Upon review of the record, 
order in No. 6021 prescribing future 
rates rescinded. (2) Previous findings 
that between Aug. 1, 1911, and April 
1, 1913, the rates on hides and pelts 
from points in Oklahoma to St. Louis, 
Mo., East St. Louis and Chicago, IIl., 
Milwaukee, Wis., and other points 
should not have exceeded the rates 
contemporaneously in effect on pack- 
ing house products, and that from 
Oklahoma aes Fort Worth and 
Wichita, as typical of grou)-s of origin, 
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the rates on hides and pelts to St. 
Louis and East St, Louis should have 
been adjusted on the basis of Okla- 
homa City 3c higher than Wichita 
and 5%c lower than Forth Worth, con- 
firmed. (3) Within the designated 
period the local rates on hides and 
pelts to St. Louis and East St. Louis, 
and points taking the. same rates, 
should have been 27%c from Okla- 
homa City and 32%c from Fort Worth. 
(4) Testimony as supplemented found 
not to justify an award of reparation. 
(5) Increased rates from points in 
Oklahoma to St. Louis territory and 
to certain Michigan points, suspended 
in Investigation and Suspension 
Docket No. 447, not justified. Future 
rates prescribed. Jan, 2, p. 10. 

Cudahy Packing Co. vs. A., 7. - &. 2; 
Ry. Co. et al. (case 6764); same vs. 
Union Pacific R. R. Co. et al. (case 
6764, sub. 1); same vs. St. Joseph & 
Grand Island Ry. Co. et al.; case 6764, 
sub. 2 (32 I. C. C., 560-563). Com- 
modity rates for the transportation of 
packing house products in mixed car- 
loads with fresh meat, from Wichita 
and Kansas City, Kan., South Omaha, 
Neb., and South St. Joseph, Mo., to 
Utah common points, found to be un- 
reasonable to the extent that they ex- 
ceed the fifth class rate. Case held 
open for proof of reparation claims. 
Jan. 30, p. 220. 

Cullman Commercial Club vs. L. & N. 
R. R. Co. (case 6938); 4th section ap- 
plication 1952 (33 I. C. C., 634-637 
Maintenance of higher class and com- 
modity rates from New Orleans, La., 
to Cullman, Ala., a point intermediate 
to Decatur, Ala., than are contem- 
poraneously maintained to Decatur 
found to be unjustly discriminatory 
against Cullman. Fourth section ap- 
plication denied. May 22, p. 1104. 

Cummins Amendment; case 49, ex parte 
(33 I. C. C., 682-689). May 15, p. 1063, 
and May 22, p. 1118. Commission’s 
construction of amendment to act to 
regulate commerce. 

Daly Coal Co. et al, vs. Chicago and 
Alton R. R. Co. et al.; case 6976 (33 
I. C. C., 467-471). Rates on bitumi- 
nous coal from mines in Illinois and 
Indiana to St. Paul and Minneapolis, 
Minn., not found unreasonable. Com- 
plaint dismissed. April 17, p. 818. 

Damon, Howard P., et al. vs. Crosby 
Transportation Co. et al.; case 5763 
(33 I. C. C., 448-451). The practice 
of the Crosby Transportation Co. in 
selling through tickets via its boats 
and the line of the Detroit, Grand 
Haven & Milwaukee Ry. Co. between 
Milwaukee, Wis., and Grand Rapids, 
Mich., and refusing to sell through 
tickets between the same points via 
the line of the Grand Rapids, Grand 
Haven & Muskegon Ry. Co.. found 
unjustly discriminatory. April 10, p. 
775. 

Delphos Mfg. Co. vs. Pennsylvania Co.; 
case 4018 (33 I. C. C., 400-402). Rates 
on black-iron sheets from ‘Pittsburgh, 
Pa., to Delphos, Ohio, and on galvan- 
ized iron sheets from Delphos to Chi- 
cago, Ill., and points beyond not 
found to be unreasonable or unduly 
prejudicial. April 3. p. 714. 

Dewey Bros. Co. vs. P., Cc. Cc. & St. L. 
Ry. Co. et al.; case 7045 at. & €. 
135-139). Complainant assails as un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory defendants’ rates for the trans- 
portation of grain and grain products 
from Trebein and Leesburg, Ohio, to 
various points in West Virginia, Ken- 
tucky and Virginia, as compared with 
lower rates to Norfolk, Va., to which 
the destinations involved are interme- 
diate; Held, That the maintenance of 
lower rates for the transportation of 
grain and grain products from Trebein 
and Leesburg to Norfolk than to in- 
termediate points west of and includ- 
ing Bluefield, W. Va., is not justified. 
Relief from the provisions of the 
Fourth Section of the Act denied. 
That rates on grain products from 
Trebein and Leesburg -to main-line 
points on the Norfolk & Western 
west of and including Bluefield were, 
and for the future will be, unreason- 
able to the extent that they respect- 
ively exceeded or exceed 15.4c and 
14.9c per 100 pounds. Reparation de- 
nied. Rates on grain products from 
Trebein and Leesburg to branch-line 
points on the Norfolk & Western, both 
east and west of Bluefield, not shown 
to be unreasonable. The proceeding 


Du Pont, E. 


also embraces complaints in No. 7170 
and 7170, sub. No. 1, same vs. Balti- 
more & Ohio Southwestern R. R. Co. 
et al.; No. 7170, sub. No. 2, same vs. 
Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago & St. 
Louis Ry. Co. et al.; Fourth Section 
Applications Nos. 1561 and 2069. June 
5, p. 1230. 

Dickinson, H. C., et al. vs. Ann Arbor 
R. R. Co. et al; ; see Cambell’s Creek 
Coal Co. vs. nee, p. 934. 

Doran & Co. vs. N. C. & St. L. Ry. et 
al.; case 6840 (33 I. é. C., 523-533). 
1. Defendant’s refusal to allow re- 
consignment and diversion of lumber 
where the contents of the car remain 
unchanged, where the change of desti- 
nation of route does not involve an 
out-of-line haul, and request is made 
in a reasonable time, on basis of the 
through rate from the point of origin 
to the new destination, with a rea- 
sonable charge for the extra service 
performed, held to be unreasonable. 
2. The charges collected on five cars 
of lumber shipped from Chattanooga, 
Tenn., to Cincinnati, Ohio, and recon- 
signed thence to London, Ont., and 
Toronto, Ont., found to have been un- 
reasonable to the extent that they ex- 
ceeded the through rates from Chat- 
tanooga to the new destinations, plus 
a maximum reconsignment charge of 
$5 per car. Reparation awarded. 
April 24, p. 879. 

I.. de Nemours Powder Co. 

vs. Wabash R. R. et al.; case 6415 (33 

I. C. C., 507-508). The Wabash Rail- 

road Co. filed and posted a tariff 

naming a through rate of 90 cents 
per net ton on bituminous mine-run 
coal in carloads from Springfield and 

Riverton, Ill., to Mooar, Ia., in which 

the delivering line was not named as 

a party and had not’ concurred. 

Charges were collected on shipments 

from and to the points named on the 

basis of the combination of intermedi- 
ate rates. Reparation awarded against 
the carrier which issued the tariff, 
on showing that complainant relied 
on the through rates published, to its 
injury. May 21, p. 928. 


Du Pont, E. I., de Nemours Powder Co. 


vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. (case 602 2); 
same vs. Lexington and Eastern Ry. 
Co. (case 6200). (33 I. C. C., 288- 
291). Rating of double first class ap- 
plied to the transportation of inter- 
state shipments of high explosives in 
carloads between points on defend- 
ant’s lines found to be unreasonable 
to the extent that it exceeds first 
_ Reparation awarded. March 
p 


Durham Coal and Iron Co. et al. vs. 


Central of Georgia Ry. Co. et al.; case 
7036 (34 I. C. C., 10-12). (1) Rate on 
coke in carloads from Durham and 
Chickamauga, Ga., to Pacific Coast 
terminals found unjustly discrimina- 
tory and unduly prejudicial to the 
extent that it exceeds the rate con- 
temporaneously in effect to the same 
points from the Birmingham, Ala., 
district. (2) Minimum carload weight 
unreasonable when the cars in which 
the shipments are made are incapable 
of being loaded to that weight. Tar- 
iffs should provide that in such cases 
the marked capacity of the car used 
will govern. May 22, p. 1133. 


Eastern Fruit Growers’ Assn. et al. vs. 


B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6246 
(33 I. C. C., 348-354). Defendant’s 
rates on apples in carloads from pro- 
ducing points in Virginia, West Vir- 
ginia, Maryland, Delaware and south- 
ern Pennsylvania, as compared with 
rates from New York and New Eng- 
land producing points to various sec- 
tions of the country not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
March 27. p. 653. 

Electric lines; jurisdiction of Commis- 
sion over relative to filing of reports; 
case 46, ex parte (33 I. C. C., 536- 
540). 1. Electric railways, other than 
street passenger railways, participat- 
ing in the interstate movement of per- 
sons or property are held subject to 
the requirements of the Commission 
relative to the filing of reports of 
finances and operations and accidents. 
2. Railway companies which provide 
both street-car or other intrastate 
service and interstate service should 
restrict the scope of their monthly 
report of accidents so as to include 
only accidents resulting from the op- 
eration of cars engaged in the trans- 
portation of passengers and property 
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May 1, p. 


= Manor Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 
ay = see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 


in, interstate’ commerce. 
932 


Elliott’ Splint Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 


Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. 
same; p. 536 


Enns Milling Co. vs. C., R. I. & P. Ry. 


Co. et al.; case 5484; Fourth Section 
Application 1667 (34 IL C. C., 197- 
201). (1) In view of the action taken 
by the carriers since the hearing in 
withdrawing the lower rates from 
Hutchinson and McPherson, Kan., the 
Fourth Section Application is denied. 
(2) Defendants’ rates for the trans- 
portation of flour, bran and_ shorts 
from Inman, Kan., to various destina- 
tions in southwestern Missouri found 
unreasonable and reasonable rates 
prescribed for the future. Reparation 
awarded. June 19, p. 1333. 


Explosives; rates on high explosives to 


Grand Trunk Ry. system stations; I 
and §S. 451 (33 I. C. C., 567-570). The 
question of Commission’s jurisdiction 
over Canadian carrier participating in 
joint rates for movements from points 
in the Unitéd States over intermedi- 
ate Canadian rails to other points in 
the United States considered but not 
ruling thereon made; the respondents 
nevertheless required to withdraw 
tariffs canceling such joint rates until 
through routes lying wholly within 
the United States have been abolished 
for the movement of high explosives 
to destinations on the Grand Trunk 
Railway at the joint rates named in 
a under suspension. May 1, 
p 


Federal Class Co. et al. vs. C. REL & 


P. Ry. Co. et al.; see Charles Boldt 
eo Cc. R. I. & P. et al.; Feb. 20, 
Pp. 


Fertilizer; rates on fertilizer material 


from Charleston, S. C.; I. and S. 493 
(32 I. C. C., 537-539) Proposed in- 
creased rates on fertilizer material 
from Charleston, S. C., to Wilmington, 
Acme and Navassa, N. C., found to 
have been justified. Order ‘of suspen- 
sion vacated. Jan. 30, p. 210. 


Fetterman Bowl & Column Manufac- 


turing Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. in 
Miss. et al.; case 6507 (33 I. C. C., 514- 
515). Rates on wooden porch columns 
in carloads from Ittabena, Miss., to 
points in Ohio and points east thereof 
found unreasonable to the extent that 
they exceeded the rates concurrently 
applicable on lumber by more than 3 
cents per 100 pounds. Reparation de- 
nied. May 21, p. 928. 


Flour; Kansas-California flour rates; I. 


and S. 238 (32 I. C. C., 602-605). This 
proceeding is supplementary to Kan- 
sas-California Flour Rates, 29 I. C. C., 
459, Arizona Wheat Rates, 29 I. C. C., 
424, and Arizona Corporation Com- 
mission vs. A. & N. M. Ry. Co., 29 
I. C. C., 424. Following the decision 
in those cases the carriers involved 
asked permission to increase the rates 
on wheat and flour in connection with 
the general readjustment of rates con- 
templated by them, pursuant to the 
Supreme Court’s decision in the Ii- 
termountain cases. Upon further 
hearing, Held: The defendant car- 
riers having justified same as reason- 
able, increase proposed in the rate on 
flour in carloads from 65 to*75 cents 
per 100 pounds from points in Kansas, 
Nebraska and neighboring states to 
California terminals permitted to be- 
come effective, provided the difference 
between the rates on wheat and flour 
does not exceed 8 cents; and pro- 
vided further the rates on said com- 
modities to the terminals are not ex- 
gontee as intermediate points. Feb 
oe 3. 


Fox River Valley Manufacturers’ Asso- 


ciation vs. Maine Central Railroad Co. 
et al.; case 6587 (32 I. C. C., 547-550). 
Rates on classes and commodities to 
Aurora, Ill., and certain intermediate 
points from Trunk Line and Central 
Freight Association territories found 
not to be unreasonable or unduly dis- 
criminatory. Complaint dismissed. 
Jan. 30, p. 213. 


Freeport, Ill.. Chamber of Commerce vs. 
Cc 


. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6844 (33 I. C. C., 673-681). The pres- 
ent class rates between Freeport, IIl.. 
and Rockford, Ill., and points east 
of the Illinois-Indiana state line found 
unduly discriminatory. The Rock- 
ford rates also found to be unjust and 
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unreasonable. Lower class rates pre- 
— for the future. May 22, p. 
15. 


Funck Lumber Co. vs. B. & O. S 


. W. 
R. R.Co. et al.; case 6498 (33 I. C. C., 
511-512). Minimum weights on lum- 
ber in mixed carloads of 30,000 pounds, 
in cars less than 36 feet in length and 
of 34,000 pounds in cars of 36 feet or 
more, tor shipments from Ohio and 
Mississippi river crossings to Central 
Freight Association, and Trunk Line 
territory, not found to be unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaint dismissed. April 24, p. 877. 


Furniture Manufacturers’ Assn. of 


Grand Rapids vs. Ann Arbor R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 5889; Rockford Manu- 
facturers’ and Shippers’ Assn. vs. A., 
T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6051 
(34 I. C. C., 262-267). Rates on furni- 
ture from Grand Rapids, Mich., and 
Rockford, Ill., to Pacific coast ter- 
minals not found to be unreasonable 
aw discriminatory. June 26, p. 
1386. 


Gage, W. W., vs. Erie R. R. Co.; case 


6961 (33 I. C. C., 593-594). Fifty-trip 
family ticket, good for transportation 
of complainant and members of his 
immediate family, held not to include, 
within the meaning of the definition 
of such members, a son-in-law who 
lived with, but was not dependent 
upon, complainant. Complaint dis- 
missed. May 8, p. 995 


Georgia, Florida, and Alabama Ry. Co., 


application under Panama Canal Act 
in connection with ownership and op- 
eration of boat line between Carra- 
belle and Apalachicola, Fla.; case 
6974 (33 I. C. C., 632-633). Upon ap- 
plication of the Georgia, Florida & 
Alabama Ry. Co. that it be permitted 
to continue to own and operate a 
steamboat between Carrabelle and 
Apalachicola, Fla.; Held, That so long 
as the respective operations of peti- 
tioner’s rail line and boat line remain 
as at present, the rail line does not 
or may not compete with the boat 
line, and that the continued owner- 
ship and operation is not and will not 
be in violation of section 5 of the Act 
to regulate commerce as amended by 
the Panama Canal Act. May 15, p. 
1048. 


Gilmer Consolidated Coal Co. vs. Coal & 


Coke Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. 
Same; p. 536. 


Goodner-Malone Produce Co. et al. vs. 


Denver and Rio Grande R. R. Co. et 
al.; case 6408 (32 I. C. C., 414-416). 
Rate for the transportation of green 
fruits in carloads from Provo, Utah, 
to Muskogee and McAlester, Okla., 
found unduly discriminatory as com- 
pared with the rate to Fort Smith, 
Ark. > Reparation denied. Jan. 9, p. 
71. 


Grain; fourth section applications 601, 


2043, 2045; rates from Omaha, St. 
Louis and Ohio River crossings and 
related points to Jackson and Merid- 
ian, Miss. (33 I. C. C., 613-620). Car- 
fiers authorized to continue rates on 
grain and grain products from Omaha, 
Neb., St. Louis, Mo., and Ohio River 
crossings to Jackson and Meridian, 
Miss., on basis of combination on 
Vicksburg, Miss., lower than rates 
concurrently applicable on like traffic 
to intermediate points. Authority to 
continue rates between Vicksburg, 
Miss., and stations on the Alabama & 
Vicksburg Ry., applicable on grain and 
grain products, that result in higher 
charges on grain and grain products 
from Omaha, Neb., St. Louis, Mo., 
and Ohio River crossings to inter- 
mediate points than to Jackson and 
— Miss., denied. May 8, p. 
1003. 


Grain; proportional rates on grain 


products from Omaha and _ other 
points to destinations south of Ohio 
River; I. and S. 501 (33 I. C. C., 621- 
625). Proposed increases in rates on 
grain products from Omaha, Neb., to 
local stations on Illinois Central R. R. 
and Yazoo & Mississippi Valley R. R. 
in the Mississippi Valley not justified 
in full. May 8, p. 1007. 


Grain; rates on grain and grain pro- 


ducts between stations in Oklahoma 
and stations in Kansas and other 
states; I. and S. 471 (33 I. C. C., 452- 
456). Proposed increased rates on 
grain and grain products between 
Oklahoma and points in neighbor- 
ing states not justified and respond- 
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ents required to cancel the tariffs. 
April 10, p. 771. 


Grain; rates from Milwaukee to New 


York via Manitowoc across lake (I. 
and S. 469); reshipping rates on grain 
and products from Milwaukee to New 
York and other points via Chicago; 
I. and S. 500 (33 I. C. C., 417-426). 
On proposed withdrawal of reshipping 
rates on grain and grain products 
from Milwaukee, Wis., via Chicago, 
Ill., and Manitowoc, Wis., to points in 
Trunk Line and Central Freight As- 
sociation territories; Held, That the 
withdrawal of these rates to points in 
Trunk Line territory, including Buf- 
falo and Pittsburgh, and points tak- 
ing the same rates, has not been jus- 
tified. That the withdrawal of these 
rates to points in Central Freight As- 
sociation territory, excluding Buffalo 
and Pittsburgh, and points taking the 
same rates, has been justified. That 
the proposal to withdraw these rates 
is not an effort to retire from through 
route and joint rate arrangements 
which respondents Pere Marquette R. 
R. Co. and Grand Trunk Ry. system 
might not lawfully be required to es- 
tablish if they did not already exist, 
but is simply an effort to increase the 
rates via through routes which would 
still be open at higher joint rates. 
April 3, p. 716. 


Grain; reshipping rates from Milwaukee 


to New York and other points via 
Chicago; see rates from Milwaukee to 
New York via Manitowoc across lake; 
April 3, p. 716. 


Grain; rates on grain and grain pro- 


ducts to stations in Kansas, Okla- 
homa, and other states; I. and S. 481 
33 I. C. C., 374-377). Proposed in- 
creased rates on grain and grain pro- 
ducts from points on the Minneapolis 
& St. Louis R. R. in Iowa and Minne- 
sota to points on the Chicago, Rock 
Island & Pacific Ry. in the South- 
west found to have been justified. Or- 
= suspension vacated, April 3, 
p. i 


Grain; rates on grain and products from 


Topeka, Kansas City, and other 
points, to Dubuque and other points; 
I. and S. 504 (33 I. C. C., 666-667). 
Proposed increased joint through 
rates on grain and grain products 
from stations in Kansas and other 
states to points in Iowa found to be 
justified as correcting rates published 
in error. Proposed cancellation of joint 
through rates on grain and grain 
products from stations in Kansas and 
other states to points in Wisconsin, 
leaving in effect combinations of local 
rates on the Missouri River, found to 
be justified. May 15, p. 1051. 


Grain; reshipping rates on grain and 


grain products from Omaha and other 
points to Chicago & Alton R. R. sta- 
tions in Illinois and Missouri (4th sec- 
tion application, 3178); I. and S. 438 
(82 I. C. C., 590-596). (1) Proposed 
increased joint reshipping rates on 
wheat, corn and articles taking the 
same rates in carloads from Omaha 
and South Omaha, Neb., and Council 
Bluffs, Ia., applicable via Mexico, Mo., 
to stations in Illinois on the line of 
the Chicago & Alton R. R. Co. found 
not justified and the suspended tariffs 
ordered to be canceled as to such 
rates. (2) Proposed joint reshipping 
rates on those commodities in car- 
loads from Omaha and South Omaha, 
Neb., and Council Bluffs, Ia., appli- 
cable via Mexico, Mo., to stations on 
the south branch of the Chicago & 
Alton R. R. Co., which extends from 
Mexico to the Missouri River, found 
to be reasonable and order of suspen- 
sion vacated as to those rates, (3) 
Proposed joint reshipping rates on 
those commodities in carloads from 
Omaha and South Omaha, Neb., and 
Council Bluffs, Ia., applicable via 
Mexico, Mo., to stations on the line 
of the Chicago & Alton R. R. Co. from 
Mexico to Blue Springs, Mo., are 
lower than the rates on combination 
or class rates now in effect. Order of 
suspension vacated as to the pro- 
posed rates to those points. (4) That 
portion of Fourth Section Application 
No. 3178, filed by the Wabash R. R. 
Co., which asks authority to continue 
carload rates on wheat, corn and ar- 
ticles taking the same rates, from 
Omaha, Neb., via Mexico, Mo., to 
points on the line of the Chicago & 
Alton R. R. Co. east of the Missis- 
sippi River lower than those contem- 
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poraneously in effect on like traffic to 
intermediate points, denied. Feb. 13, 


p. 291. 
Grain and Hay Exchange of Pittsburgh 


vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al. (cases 6318 
and 6318 Sub. 1); transit privileges on 
grain products at Pittsburgh; I. and 
S. 388 (32 I. C. C., 409-413). (1) Re- 
fusal of defendants to provide certain 
transit arrangements on grain and 
grain products at Pittsburgh, Pa., not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaints dismissed. 
(2) Proposed withdrawal of certain 
features of respondents’ present tran- 
sit arrangements on grain and grain 
products at Pittsburgh found to be 
justified, and order of suspension 
vacated. Jan. 9, p. 69. 


Grain; transit privileges on grain prod- 


ucts at Pittsburgh; see Grain and 
Hay Exchange of Pittsburgh vs. 
Pennsylvania Co. et al.; p. 69. 


Grand Rapids Plaster Co. vs. L. S. & 


M. S. Ry. Co. et al.; case 5626 (34 I. 
C. C., 202-207). Present carload rates 
and minimum carload weights on plas- 
ter and other gypsum products from 
Grand Rapids, Mich., to points in 
northern Illinois and southern Wis- 
consin are unjustly discriminatory as 
compared with rates and minimum 
weights on those commodities which 
the same carriers contemporaneously 
maintain or join in maintaining from 
Fort Dodge, Iowa, to such points. 
Defendants required to remove the 
discrimination. There is no discrimi- 
nation against Grand Rapids and in 
favor of Fort Dodge in the practices 
of these defendants in making deliv- 
eries of plaster and other gypsum 
products from both points to team and 
industrial tracks in the Chicago 
Switching district. June 26, p. 1385. 


Gray & Smith vs. Pennsylvania Co. et 


al.; case 6894 (34 I. C. C., 25-27). 
Where reparation is sought because of 
the loss of milling-in-transit service 
due to misrouting, the final destina- 
tion of the shipment or its products 
must be shown in order to establish 
the fact and amount of damages. 
Complaint dismissed. May 22, p. 1139. 


Great Western Sugar Co. vs. Yazoo and 


Mississippi Valley R. R. Co. et al.; 
case 6984 (34 I. C. C., 45-46). Charges 
collected for the transportation of a 
carload of sugar from Memphis, Tenn., 
to Asheville, N. C., reconsigned to 
Charleston, S. C., not found to have 
been unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed. May 22; p. 1143. 


Griffing, W. A., et al. vs. C. & N. W. 


Ry. Co. et al. (case 4768); Petmecky 
Co. et al. vs. M. K. & T. Ry. Co. of 
Texas et al. (case 4677); Lon Claflin 
et al. vs. Oregon Short Line R. R. Co. 
et al.; case 5061 (32 I. C. C., 283-286). 
(1) Rates on motorcycles from east- 
ern points to points west of the Mis- 
sissippi River found to be unreason- 
able to the extent that the part of 
the several rates for the haul west of 
the river, governed by Western Classi- 
fication, exceeds the first-class rate 
for carload shipments and one and 
one-half times the first-class rate 
for less-than-carload shipments. (2) 
Paid freight bills alone do not consti- 
tute such clear and definite proof of 
damage as is required to authorize 
reparation on account of the charging 
of an unreasonable rate, and affi- 
davits, when objected to by defend- 
ants, cannot be received as evidence 
of complainants’ damage. Jan. 2, p. 


Groom Coal Co. vs. Illinois Central; see 


Vulcan Coal and Mining Co. vs. same; 
p. 424. 


Harmon, F. S., & Co. vs. Northern Pa- 


cific Ry. Co. (case 6674); same vs. 
Nezperce and Idaho R. R. Co. et al.; 
case 6674, sub. 1 (33 I. C. C., 370-371). 
The value of rugs contained in certain 
shipments was not stated in the bills 
of lading, and higher rates were as- 
sessed than would have been applied 
had the value been shown. Repara- 
tion awarded upon proof that the 
value of the rugs was such as would 
have entitled them to the lower rate. 
March 27, p. 659. 


Hay; rates to Chicago; I. and S. 497 


(34 I. C. C., 150-153). Supplements to 
the Lowrey tariff governing switch- 
ing in the Chicago, Ill., switching dis- 
trict, by which the Wabash Railroad 
Co. proposes to discontinue its ab- 
sorption of switching charges in that 
district on hay in carloads, allowed to 











become effective. Orders of suspen- 
sion vacated. June 12, p. 1278. 

Hayes Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. 
Co. (case 5755); see Newport Mining 
Co. vs. C. & N. W.; p. 1108. 

H.-O. Co. vs. L. S. & M. S. Ry. Co. et 
al.; see Mixed Car Dealers’ Assn. Vs. 
D. L. & W. R. R. Co. et al.; p. 482. 

Hides and pelts; rates on hides from 
Oklahoma points; I. and S. 447; see 
Crowdus Bros. et al. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe; p. 10. 

Hooker-Hendrix Hardware Co. et al. vs. 
M. K. & T. Ry. Co. et al. (case 6303); 
Standard Roofing Co. et al. vs. same 
(case 6797); 34 I. C. C., 3-9. Carload 
rates for the transportation of pre- 
pared roofing paper and building paper 
from East St. Louis, Ill, St. Louis, 
Mo., and Kansas City, Mo., to Musko- 
gee, ‘tulsa and McAlester, Okla., 
found to have been’ unreasonable. 
Rates for the future prescribed. 
Reparation awarded. May 22, p. 1130. 

Hoyt and Bergen vs. C. & N. W. Ry 
Co. (case 5850); Martin and Son et 
al. vs. same (4972 and 4972, sub. 1); in 
ore stoppage in transit to complete 
loading and for partial unloading of 
live stock transported trom and to 
points in Western Classification terri- 
tory (case 6394); stopping in transit 
privileges at points west of Missis- 
sippi River (I. and S. 410); withdrawal 
of stopping in transit privileges in 
connection with live stock shipments; 
I. and S. 498 (32 I. C. C., 319-324). 
Complaints were brought against the 
Chicago & North Western Railway 
Company because of its refusal to 
provide for stoppage in transit to fin- 
ish loading of interstate shipments of 
live stock. Upon protests filed with 
the Commission, tariffs of other west- 
ern carriers canceling stoppage in 
transit provisions were suspended 
pending inquiry. In order to secure 
full information regarding stoppage 
in transit of live stock to complete 
loading or for partial unloading, the 
Commission instituted an investiga- 
tion, on its own motion, of this prac- 
tice throughout western classification 
territory. One of the complaints 
under consideration also attacks the 
rule of the Chicago & North Western 
Railway, which makes the rate ap- 
plicable on mixed carloads of live 
stock the rate prescribed for the 
highest rated class of stock in the 
car, subject to the highest minimum 
weight for any class of stock in the 
ear; Held, That (1) The discontinu- 
ance of the practice of stopping live 
stock cars in transit to complete load- 
ing or for partial unloading is not 
unreasonable. Orders entered dis- 
missing the complaints in Nos. 5850, 
4972 and 4972 (Sub. No. 1), and va- 
eating the suspensions in Investiga- 
tion and Suspension Docket Nos. 410 
and 498. (2) Carriers’ rule as to mix- 
tures not found to be unreasonable 
upon the very meager evidence sub- 
mitted on that point. Jan 9, p. 56. 

Hume, G. W., Co. et al. vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al. Refrigeration 
charge of $70 per ear in connecticn 
with the transportation of salted or 
pickled fish in carloads from San 
Francisco and other points in Cali- 
fornia to New York, N. Y., and other 
eastern points, found not to be un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
March 6, p. 482. 

Husted Milling Co. vs. N. Y. C. & St. 
L. R. R. Co.; see Mixed Car Dealers’ 
Assn, vs. D. L. & W. R. R. Co. et al.; 


p. 482. 

Idaho Public Utilities Commission vs. 
Oregon Short Line R. R. Co. et al.; 
case 6712 (33 I. C. C., 103-108). Rates 
for the transportation of bituminous 
coal in carloAds from Kemmerer and 
Rock ‘Springs, Wyo., to points in 
southern Idaho not shown to be un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
Feb. 20. p. 394. 

Illinois Coal cases; Auburn and Alton 
Coal Co. et al. vs. A. T. & S. F. Rv. 
Co. et al. (case 5346); Ilinois-St. 
Louis Coal Rates (I. & S. 237); Tu- 
maghi Coal Co. et al. vs. B. & O. S. 
W. R. R. Co. et al (case 5668); Busi- 
ness Men’s League of St. Louis vs. 
same (case 5698); Pulitzer Publishing 
Co. vs. same (case 5698, Sub. 1): (32 I. 
C. C., 659-686). (1) Upon complaint and 
intervening petitions alleging (1) that 
the so-called Springfield group of Il- 
linois is unduly large and that the ap- 
plication of the same rate from all 































































































coal mines in this group to destina- 
tions in the northwest unjustly dis- 
criminates against the mine operators 
in the northern part of the group by 
depriving them of the advantage of 
their location nearer to the common 
markets; and (2) that the present 
spread of 70 cents in the rates from 
southern Illinois over those from 
northern Illinois to the same destina- 
tions is not sufficient and should be 
increased to $1; it is Held, That no 
basis has been shown of record for 
dividing the present Springfield group 
or for increasing the present rate dif- 
ferential against the southern Illi- 
nois mines. Nor does the record jus- 
tify a modification in any of the other 
rate groups involved in the proceed- 
ing. (2) No unjust discrimination 
against St. Louis or other violation of 
the Act to regulate commerce shown 
of record in the present relation of 
rates on coal from Illinois mines mov- 
ing to that point as compared with 
rates on coa] from the same mines to 
East St. Louis. (3) The proposed in- 
crease of 5% cents per ton in the 
rates on coal to St. Louis from Illi- 
nois mines found to have been justi- 
fied. Feb. 13, p. 295. 


Illinois-St. Louis coal rates; see Illi- 


nois coal cases; p. 295. 


Indianapolis Chamber & Commerce vs. 


C., C., C. & St. L. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6950 (34 I. C. C., 267-270). The re- 
fusal of the lines serving Indianapolis 
to permit at that point storage in 
transit on apples not found to result 
in undue preference or advantage in 
favor of Chicago, St. Louis and other 
western cities at which points storage 
in transit is permitted by the western 
lines. June 26, p. 1388. 


International Paper Co. et al. vs. Dela- 


ware & Hudson Co. et al.; case 6333 
(33 I. C. C., 270-275). Upon complaint 
that joint through rates higher than 
were maintained for many years, pub- 
lished by Canadian carriers and con- 
curred in by carriers in the United 
States, for transportation of pulp 
wood from points in the Dominion of 
Canada to points in the state of New 
York are unreasonable; Held, (1) Jur- 
isdiction.—That the extent of the 
Commission’s jurisdiction over the 
joint rates involved would be to re- 
quire the United States carriers to 
cease and desist from concurring in 
such rates, thus leaving the traffic 
to move on combinations of rates to 
and from border points. (2) Canadian 
Findings.—That the rates in question 
were found to be reasonable by the 
Board of Railway Commissioners for 
Canada, after a hearing at the sug- 
gestion of the complainants herein, 
and the findings of that board: are en- 
titled to weighty consideration by this 
Commission. (3) Proper Tribunal.— 
That the rates were primarily pub- 
lished by Canadian carriers for 
transportation largely within the Do- 
minion of Canada, and as the in- 
creases complained of accrue almost 
wholly to Canadian carriers, the Can- 
adian Board was the proper tribunal 
to determine the _ reasonableness 
thereof. (4) Dismissal.—That the re- 
lief prayed for by complainants should 
not be granted. Complaint dismissed. 
March 13, p. 541. 


Interstate class and commodity rates 


between stations in Louisiana: I. and 
S. 503 (33 I. C. C., 626-631). Respon- 
dents sought to cancel certain state 
basing rates used as interstate fac- 
tors on traffic moving between cer- 
tain stations in the state of Louis- 
iana and to substitute a higher scale 
of rates; Held, Without passing upon 
the reasonableness of the proposed in- 
creases, that to allow the proposed 
rates to become effective while lower 
rates apply on state traffic between 
the same points would result in un- 
just discrimination against interstate 
shippers. Cancellation of suspended 
schedules required.” May 8, p. 1009. 


Iowa, Board of Railroad Commissioners 


of, vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.: 
case 6963; portions of Fourth Section 
Applications 348 and 649 (34 I. Cc. G., 
111-115). Rates on cedar shingles 
from points in Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho and Montana to points in Iowa 
found to be unjustly discriminatory. 
Fourth Section applications seeking 
authority to charge lower rates on 
cedar shingles from points in Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho and Montana to 
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Chicago, Ill., and St. Louis, Mo., than 
to intermediate points, denied. June 
5, p. 1224. 

Iron ore; in re rates, practices, rules 
and regulations governing transporta- 
tion of iron ore; case 5370; see Leon 
E. Lum vs. Great Northern; p. 936. 


Iron, scrap; rates from New Orleans 


and other points to Ohio River cross- 
ings and other destinations, I. and S. 


527 (33 I. C. C., 668-672). Proposed_ 


increased rates on scrap steel and 
iron from the Mississippi Valley and 
certain gulf ports to St. Louis, Ohio 
River crossings and points beyond 
found to have been justified. Order 
* suspension vacated. May 22, p. 
113 


Jaeger, Otto, vs. Ann Arbor R. R. Co. 


et al.; case 7249 (34 I. C. C., 28-29). 
Complainant purchased a _ mileage 
book entitling him to 1,000 miles of 
transportation over defendant’s lines. 
One of the conditions on which the 
book was sold provided that if the 
cover was presented to the proper 
bureau within eighteen months from 
date of issue a refund of $5 would be 
made to the purchaser. Complain- 
ant lost his book and did not find it 
in time to present it within the time 
limit. When he finally presented it to 
defendants in accordance with their 
tariff regulations, refund was refused; 
Held, That the regulation is not 
shown to be unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. May 22; p. 1141. 


Johnson, C. H., I. Selig, and J. Selig, 


doing business under name of J. G. 
Johnson, vs. Southern Pacific Co.; 
cases 6488 and 6488, Sub. 1 (33 I. C. C., 
597-600). Defendant’s tariff rule pre- 
scribing 200 per cent of the rates ap- 
plicable on shipments of sheep in 
single-deck cars for the transporta- 
tion of sheep in double-deck cars 
found to be unreasonable. Rate 
charged by defendant Southern Pa- 
cific Co.. for the transportation of 
sheep in carloads from Midland, Ore., 
to San Francisco, Cal., found to have 
been unreasonable. Reparation 
awarded. May 8, p. 997. 


Kanotex Refining Co. vs. A., T. & S. F. 


Ry. Co.; case 6817 (34 I. C. C., 271- 
277). The lawfully established inter- 
state rate applies on shipments first 
billed to an intermediate point within 
the state of origin and then rebilled to 
the intended destination in an ad- 
joining state, this plan having been 
devised for the sole purpose of getting 
the traffic through to the interstate 
destination at the rates applicable to 
and from the intermediate point, the 
sum of which was materially less than 
the through rate for the through serv- 
ice. June 26, p. 1389. 


Kansas City, board of trade of, vs. St. 


Louis and San Francisco R. R. Co. 
et al.; case 6180 (32 I. C. C., 297-315). 
(1) Proportional rates, Kansas City to 
Memphis, of 14 cents per 100 pounds 
on wheat and products and of 13 cents 
per 100 pounds on coarse grain and 
products found not to be unreason- 
able per se and not to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory as compared with rates 
from Omaha to Memphis 1 cent per 
100 pounds higher than from Kansas 
City. Follows Kansas City Trans- 
portation Bureau vs. A., T. & S. F. 
Ry. Co., 16 I. C. C., 195, where the 
same rates were attacked. (2) The 
changes asked for would affect not 
merely the grain traffic from Kansas 
City and Omaha to Memphis and the 
Southeast, hut would also have a 
bearing upon the traffic from numer- 
ous competing markets to the desti- 
nation territory here involved, as well 
as to other destinations. (3) “A pro- 
portional rate means a part of or a 
remainder of the through rate or it 
means nothing at all, and in a case of 
this kind there must be an examina- 
tion and consideration of the entire 
rate from point of production to ulti- 
mate destination. It is not sufficient 
to consider the rates to an intermedi- 
ate market nor alone the rates from 
such market, if the question of dis- 
crimination between such markets is 
to be determined.”’ Kansas_ City 
Traffic Bureau vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. 
Co., supra. (4) “It is not within the 
power of this Commission to equalize 
economic conditions or to place one 
market in a position to compete on 
equal terms with another market as 
against natural advantages. Nor have 
we the power to require railroads, in 
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the face of varying trade conditions, 
to adjust their rate schedules in such 
manner as to insure to a market the 
continuance of a trade it has once en- 
joyed.”” Baltimore Chamber of Com- 
merce vs. B. & O. R. R. Co., 22 I, C. 
C., 596. (5) The complaint, in so far 
as it relates to through rates from 
Kansas City and Omaha to Missis- 
sippi Valley destinations, held in abey- 
ance pending decision in Investigation 
and Suspension Docket No. 501. (6) 
No action found necessary with re- 
spect to Fourth Section Application 
No. 2045. Jan. 9, p. 48. 


Kansas City Board of Trade vs. C., M. 


& St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6677; 
Fourth Section Applications 2045, 3786, 
4151, 4218, 4219, 4220, 4326 (34 I. C. C., 
208-211). .Joint class rates on coarse 
grain in-carloads which exceeded the 
aggregate of intermediate commodity 
rates _contemporaneously in_ effect 
found to have been unreasonable and 
unlawful. The Commission is con- 
fined in the making of awards of rep- 
aration to the injury or damage sus- 
tained by those who are the real and 
substantial parties at interest. Rep- 
aration denied. Applications for re- 
lief for violations of the Fourth Sec- 
tion, which have since been cured, 
are denied, and the waiver of the col- 
lection of certain undercharges au- 
thorized. June 19, p. 1335. 


Kansas City Missouri River Navigation 


Co. vs. C. & O. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
7002 (34 1. C. C., 67-74). Complainant, 
a water line operating on the Missouri 
and Mississippi rivers between Kan- 
sas City, Mo.-Kan., and East St. 
Louis, Ill., seeks the establishment of 
through routes and joint rates with 
defendants on grain and grain prod- 
ucts from Kansas City to Norfolk and 
Newport News, Va., for export, and 
also asks that defendants be required 
to exchange bills of lading with it at 
Kansas City on traffic destined to 
points east of the MIllinois-Indiana 
state line; Held, The imputation of 
doubtful financial responsibility on 
part of complainant does not justify 
defendants in refusing to establish 
through routes and joint rates with 
it, since, under the law, they may 
have recourse to the Commission for 
an order protecting them in this re- 
spect if necessary. The question of 
the establishment of joint rates be- 
tween complainant and defendants is 
a matter of public concern and is not 
limited to the interests of the con- 
tending parties. A navigable river is 
a public highway and natural avenue 
of commerce which the public inter- 
ests demand should be utilized to the 
fullest extent. (Decatur Navigation 
Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. Co., 31.1. C. C. 
281, 288.) Defendants’ refusal to join 
in through routes and joint rates is 
not responsive to the requirements of 
Section 1 of the Act, and is unduly 
prejudicial to complainant under Sec- 
tion 3. If the practice of exchanging 
bills of lading be indulged in as to 
other carriers, it is unjustly discrim- 
inatory against complainant to refuse 
like recognition to its bills of lading. 
No opinion expressed upon the meas- 
ure of reasonable maximum rates, but 
through routes and joint rates should 
be established. Record held open for 
such further proceedings as may be 
necessary. May 29, 7 


P: 1187. 
Kellogg Toasted Corn Flake Co. vs. A.., 


T. & S. F. Ry Co. et al.; case 6979 
(33 I. C. C., 534-535). Rates applied 
iby defendants to the interstate trans- 
portation of toasted wheat biscuit and 
toasted wheat krumbles in carloads in 
Western Trunk Line and southwest- 
ern territories found to be unduly djs- 
criminatory in that they exceed the 
rates applicable to cream of wheat, 
Post tavern porridge and like un- 
cooked cereal foods in carloads be- 
tween the same points. May 1, p. 931. 


Keogh, John W., vs. Minneapolis, St. 


Paul and Sault Ste. Marie Ry. Co. 
(case 4778); same vs. C., St. P., M. & 
O. Ry. Go.; case 4778, Sub. 1 (32 I. 
Cc. C., 481-484). Rates for the trans- 
portation of excelsior bolts in car- 
loads from points in Wisconsin to St. 
roe, Minn., found unduly prejudicial. 
p. iT. 


Kibbe, Irwin, vs. Abilene and Southern 


Ry. Co. et al.; case 6224 (33 I. C. C., 
415-416). Minimum carload weight o 
22,000 pounds on calves from Greta 
and other Texas shipping points to 
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points in Colorado, Kansas, Hlinois 
and other states found unjustly dis- 
criminatory against such points of 
origin and a minimum of _ 17,000 
pounds prescribed for the future. 
April 10, p. 762. 


Knight Woolen Mills vs. C. & N. W. 


Ry. Co. et al.; case 6392 (32 I. C. C., 
490-493). Rates on scoured wool com- 
pressed in bales from Chicago, IIl., to 
Provo, Utah, and other Utah com- 
mon points should not exceed $2.25 
per 100 nounds in carloads, minimum 


* weight 13,500 pounds, subject to Rule 


6B of the Western Classification; and 
$3 per 100 pounds in less than car- 
loads. Reparation awarded. Jan. 23, 
Pp. 152. : 


Lafayette, La., Chamber of Commerce 


vs. Alabama and Vicksburg Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 6899; I. and S. 472 (33 IL. C. 
C., 302-306). Complaint attacked the 
joint class and commodity rates from 
St. Louis and defined territories to 
Lafayette, La., as being greater than 
the aggregate of the intermediate 
rates, applicable on interstate traffic, 
via Baton Rouge, La. The Morgan’s 
Louisiana & Texas R. R. & 58. S. Co. 
thereupon attempted to close the Ba- 
ton Rouge gateway by canceling the 
interstate application of the mileage 
rates from Baton Rouge to Lafayette 
and other points on its line. The 
tariff making this cancellation was 
suspended, whereupon the tariff car- 
rying the interstate application of a 
mileage scale of rates from Baton 
Rouge was canceled. Upon consid- 
eration of the whole situation; Held, 
That—(1) Proposed closing of the Ba- 
ton Rouge gateway not justified. For- 
mer mileage rates from Baton Rouge 
required to be restored, except that 
twenty miles may be added for Mis- 
sissippi River transfer. (2) The joint 
class and commodity rates from St. 
Louis and defined territories to La- 
fayette not found on the record to be 
unlawful, but the case is held open 
for presentation of the necessary 
proof. March 20, p. 600. 


Lake line applications under Panama 


Canal Act; Pennsylvania R. R. Co. 
and Northern Central Ry. Co. (case 
6381); Lehigh Valley R. R. Co. (case 
6504); N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. Co. (case 
6570); same (case 6573); Rutland R. 
R. Co. (case 6603); Erie R. R. Co. 
(cases 6615 and 6616); Grand Trunk 
Ry. Co. of Canada (case 6624); Le- 
high er R. R. Co. (case 6631); N. 
Y. Cc. & H. R. R. R. Co. (case 6765); 
DL. & W. R. R. Co. (case 6874); (33 
I. C. C., 699-716). Upon applications 
of certain railroads under the Pan- 
ama Canal Act for an extension of 
time duirng which their interest in 
and operation of certain boat lines 
plying on the great lakes might be 
continued; Held—(1) That the physi- 
cal fact of ports of call being served 
in common by the boats and the par- 
alleling rails of the owning railroad 
establishes a case of competition ex- 
isting between the owning railroad 
and its boat line. (2) That the case 
is the same where the railroad entity 
which owns the boat line also owns, 
through stock control, another rail- 
road entity, or is an integral part of 
a system of railroad whose paralleling 
rails serve ports of call in common 
with the boats. (3) That where an 
owning railroad is a party to through 
all-rail routes or a member of “fast 
freight lines” or an association of 
railroads owning boat lines whose 
function is to keep the operation of 
their boat lines from interfering with 
the rail operations, the interest it 
thus maintains in common with the 
rail carriers whose rails do compete 
with its boat line is such an interest 
as the act provides against, and that 
it is possible for such an owning rail- 
road to compete with its boat line for 
traffic, within the meaning of the act. 
(4) That the purpose of the Panama 
Canal Act was to preserve to the com- 
mon interest of the people, free and 
unfettered, the ‘“‘water roadbed” via 
the Panama Canal. Also to restore 
all the water routes of the country 
to the same condition of freedom from 
domination that would reduce their 
usefulness as a natural means of 
transportation. (5) That Congress 
has decreed that there shall be a re- 
storation of conditions which pre- 
vailed when railroads had no interest 
in and exercised no control over the 
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boat lines plying upon the country’s 
water routes. ‘The inquiry in these 
cases is, Is the joint operation of 
these boat lines such as to make of 
them an exception? (6) That upon 
the respective records herein con- 
cerned, none of the several existing 
Specified services by water is being 
operated in the interest of the public 
or is of advantage to the convenience 
or commerce of the people within the 
meaning of the act, and that an ex- 
tension of the respective interests of 
the petitioners therein will prevent, 
exclude and reduce competition on 
the great lakes. The application of 
each of the petitioners herein is there- 
fore denied, effective Dec. 1, 1915. 
May 22, p. 1122. 


Larkin Co. vs. Erie & Western Trans- 


portation Co. et al.; case 4322 (34 I. 
C. C., 106-111). Last part rule modi- 
fied; previous decision in case modi- 
fied on reargument; June 5, p. 1233. 


Lewis Manufacturing Co. vs. Denver 


and Rio Grande Railroad Co.; case 
6729 (32 I. C. C., 488-489). Demur- 
rage charges collected on an empty 
private tank car held at Colorado 
Springs, Colo., not found to have been 
——— Complaint dismissed; p. 


Lighterage; rates to or from certain 


points in Chicago switching district; 
L and 8S. 513 (34 I. Cc. CG, 234-247). 
Proposed cancellation of through 
routes and joint rates in connection 
with the Chicago Warehouse & Ter- 
minal Co. and the Merchants’ Light- 
erage Co. found not to have been 
justified. Suspended schedules or- 
—" to be canceled. June 19, p. 


Lindsay & Co., Ltd. et al. vs. Northern 


Express Co, et al.; case 5825 (33 I. C. 
C., 394-399). Rates for transportation 
of strawberries and cherries in car- 
load lots from certain points in Wash- 
ington and Oregon to four destina- 
tions in Montana found relatively un- 
reasonable and unjustly discrimina- 
tory. Reasonable and non-discrimi- 
natory rates prescribed. Rates for 
initial icing of such shipments found 
reasonable. Rates for icing in transit 
- — to be unreasonable. April 
> ee . 


Lindsay and Co., Ltd. et al. vs. North- 


ern Pacific Ry Co. et al.; case 6151 
(33 I, C. C., 150-156). (1) Present 
rates of $1.62% per 100 pounds on 
grapefruit in carloads and $1.60 on 
fresh tomatoes in carloads from Jack- 
sonville and other basing points in 
Florida, when from beyond, to cer- 
tain points in Montana not found to 
be unreasonable. (2) Present rate of 
$1.76 per 100 pounds on oranges in 
carloads and grape fruit and oranges 
in mixed carloads from the same 
points to the same destinations found 
to be unreasonable to the extent that 
it exceeds $1.62%. (3) Present mini- 
mum weight of 26,000 pounds on 
grapefruit and oranges in straight or 
mixed carloads from the same points 
to the same destinations found to be 
unreasonable to the extent that it ex- 
ceeds 24,000 pounds; March 6, p. 487. 


Logs and staves; rates on logs, rough 


staves and stave bolts, manufactured 
in transit at Alexandria and other sta- 
tions in Louisiana; I. and S. 547 (34 
I. C. C., 169-173). Submitted April 4, 
1915. Decided May 25, 1915. Proposed 
withdrawal of milling-in-transit rates 
on logs, rough staves and stave bolts 
at points in Louisiana not found to 
have been justified. Tariff under sus- 
coeen ordered canceled. June 19, p. 
“0. 


fogs; rates from Stuttgart, Ark., and 


other points to Memphis; I. and S. 546 
(34 I. C. C., 216-217). Proposed can- 
cellation of rates on logs in carloads 
from Stuttgart, Ark.. and other points 
in the same vicinity to Memphis, 
Tenn., not found to be justified. June 
19, p. 1337. 


Long or bulky articles; in re minimum 


charges on articles too long or too 
bulky to be loaded through side doors 
of box cars; case 5239 (33 IL Cc. G., 
378-383). In an investigation into the 
reasonableness of the application of 
Rule 7 B and C of Official Classifica- 
tion No. 42; Rule 26, Section 3, of 
Southern Classification No. 40, and 
Rule 17 B of Western Classification 
No. 50, restated as Rule 20 B in West- 
ern Classification No. 53, relating to 
minimum charges on articles too long 
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or too bulky to be loaded through the 
side doors of box cars; Held, That 
carriers shall restate said rules em- 
bodying the following provisions: 
Unless otherwise provided, a _ship- 
ment containing articles the dimen- 
sions of which do not permit loading 
through the center side doorway 6 
feet wide by 7 feet 6 inches high with- 
out the use of end, door or window 
in a closed car not more than 36 feet 
in length by 8 feet 6 inches wide and 
8 feet high shall be charged at actual 
weight and authorized rating subject 
to a minimum charge of 4,000 pounds 
at the first-class rate for the entire 
shipment; April 3, p. 705. 


Louisiana Sugar Planters’ Assn. vs. I. 


Cc. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6730 (34 I. 
C. C., 253-254). Upon reargument 
former report and order adhered to. 
June 19, p. 1352. 


Louisville and Nashville investigation; 


report to U. S. Senate by I. C. C. in 
the matter of financial relations, 
rates and practices of the L. & N. 
R. R.. Co., N. C.. & St. L. Ry., and 
other carriers; case 6319 (33 I. C. C., 
168-265); March 6, p. 491. 


Lum, Leon E., vs. Great Northern Ry. 


Co.; case 3716; in re rates practices, 
rules and regulations governing trans- 
portation of iron ore; case 5370 (33 I. 
Cc, C., 541-557). The existing rate of 
60c per long ton for the transporta- 
tion of iron ore from mines on the 
Mesabi range in Minnesota to vessels 
at Two Harbors, Minn., Duluth, 
Minn., and Allouez Bay, Wis., held 
unreasonable and a rate not exceed- 
ing 55c prescribed for the future. No 
finding is made with respect to rates 
from mines on the Vermillion and 
Cuyuna ranges; May 1, p. 936. 


Lumaghi Coal Co. et al. vs. B. & O. 
Ss. W. 


R. R. Co. et al.; see Illinois 
coal cases; p. 295. 


Lumber; rates from points in Arkansas 


and other states to Sioux City; I. and 
S. 540 (34 I. C. C., 102-105).; Proposed 
increased rates on yellow-pine lumber 
from the southwestern blanket to 
Sioux City, Iowa, found not to be jus- 
tified. May 29, p. 1197. 


Lumbermen’s Assn. of New Orleans vs. 


Morgan’s Louisiana and Texas R. R. 
& S. S. Co.; case 6509 (33 I. C. C., 516- 
518). Export rate of 8 cents per 100 
pounds on lumber and articles taking 
lumber rates to New Orleans, La., 
from Mackland, La., and other sta- 
tions on defendant’s Alexandria 
branch line between Mackland and 
Opelousas, La., found to be unreason- 
able to the extent that it exceeded 7 
oats. Reparation denied; May l, p. 


Lumber transit privileges at Buffalo; 


I. and S. 490; Buffalo Lumber Ex- 
change and Buffalo Chamber of Com- 
merce vs, Alabama Central Ry. et al.; 
case 7506 (33 I. C. C., 601-608). Pro- 
posed increased rates for the trans- 
portation of hardwood lumber from 
southern points, stopped in transit at 
Buffalo, N. Y., and reconsigned to 
points east northeast and southeast 
thereof, found not to have been justi- 
fied. Rates, regulations and practices 
of defendant southern lines applying 
to the transportation of hardwood 
lumber stopped in transit at Buffalo, 
N. Y., not found to be unreasonable 
or unjustly discriminatory, except as 
to the rule published by the Morgan’s 
Louisiana & Texas R. R. & S. S. Co. 
providing for application of combina- 
tion rates on shipments routed over 
certain lines, which is found to be un- 
reasonable. May 8, p. 998. 


Lumber rates to Central Freight Assn. 


and Trunk Line territories; I. and 
S. 507 (33 I. C. C., 322-324). Proposed 
cancellation of through routes and 
joint rates on lumber from points in 
Louisiana and Arkansas to central 
freight association and trunk line ter- 
ritories via East St. Louis, Ill., and 
Toledo, St. Louis & Western R. R., 
and via Flinton, Ill., and Mllinois 
Southern Ry., found to have been jus- 
tified. March 27, p. 649. 


Lumber; rates on lumber from Anoka, 


Minn., and other points, to stations 
in South and North Dakota; I. and 
S. 442 (32 I. C. C., 494-496). Proposed 
increased rates on lumber in carloads 
from Anoka and other points in the 
state of Minnesota to points in the 
states of South Dakota and North 
Dakota found not to be justified. Jan. 
23, p. 153. 
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Lumber; rates from Helena, Ark., and 
other points to Omaha, Des Moines, 
and other destinations; I. and S. 464 
(33 I. C. C., 297-301). Increased rates 
on yellow pine, cypress and hardwood 
lumber from southwestern points in 
Mississippi and eastern Louisiana to 
the Omaha group and other destina- 
tions found not to be justified. March 
13, p. 551. 

Lumber; northbound rates on hardwood 
from the southwest (I. and S. 184); 
in the matter of investigation and 
suspension of advance in rates by 
earriers for the transportation of 
hardwood and other kinds of lumber 
and articles manufactured therefrom, 
from points in Arkansas, Louisiana 
and other points to Memphis, St. 
Louis and other points (32 I. C. C., 
521-531). (1) Proposed increased 
rates northbound on hardwood and 
articles taking the same rates from 
the southwest to various points of 
destination found to be just and 
reasonable, with the following excep- 
tions: (1) Rates which exceed the 
present rates on yellow-pine lumber 
for the same hauls; (2) rates from 
group A, which includes Cairo, IIl., 
and points from which the same rates 
apply, to Missouri -River points and 
points taking the same rates or rates 
basing thereon, in so far as they ex- 
ceed the present rates by more than 
2 cents; and (3) rates from certain 
points in southeastern Arkansas 
which would be affected by a proposed 
change in the present groups. of 
origin to St. Louis, Mo., East St. 
Louis, Cairo and Thebes, Ill., and 
Memphis, Tenn., and points taking 
same rates or basing thereon, in so 
far as they exceed the present rates 
by more than 2 cents. (2) Proposed 
increased rates on yellow pine and 
cypress lumber found not to be justi- 
fied. Jan 30, p. 203. 


Lumber; rates on lumber and other 


forest products from points in Arkan- 
sas and other states to points in 
Iowa, Minnesota and other states; I. 
& S. 299 (32 I. C. C., 484-486). Pe- 
tition for revision of the previous find- 
ings herein with respect to divisions 
considered. Petition denied with the 
exception of the reapportionment of 
the rate to Des Moines. First sup- 
plemental report and order modified 
to that extent; p. 116. 


Martin and Son et al. vs. C. & N. W. 


Ry. Co.; see Hoyt and Bergen vs. 
same; p. 56. 


Massie and Pierce Lumber Co. et al. vs. 


N. & W. Ry. Co. et al. (case 4794); 
same vs. Virginia Ry. Co. et al. (case 
4794, Sub. 2); Virginia-Carolina Stave 
& Lumber Co. et al. vs. Southern Ry. 
Co. et al. (case 4794, Subs. 1 and 3); 
Ward Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. Ry. 
Co, et al. (case 4794, Sub. 4); (33 I. C. 
C., 14-24). Complainants allege that 
the rates on lumber in carloads from 
certain producing points in Virginia 
to consuming points, of which Pitts- 
burgh, Pa., and Columbus, O., are 
representative, are unreasonable to 
the extent that they exceed what are 
commonly known as “Virginia cities’’ 
rates, and subject complainants to un- 
due and unreasonable prejudice and 
disadvantage in favor of their com- 
petitors at points from which Vir- 
ginia cities rates apply; Held—(1) 
That Virginia cities rates, including 
rates on lumber, were made to meet 
conditions of transportation and com- 
petition .that do not exist at the 
points where complainants’ lumber 
mills are located. (2) That on the 
record here presented, the rates in 
question, although higher than rates 
from the Virginia cities, are not un- 
reasonable or otherwise in violation 
of the act. Complaints dismissed. 
Feb. 20, p. 376. 


McArthur Bros. Co. vs. El Paso and 


Southwestern; case 6416 (34 I. C. CG, 
30-31). Complaint- alleges an agree- 
ment by defendant to transport free 
of charge workmen and supplies re- 
quired by complainant, a contractor, 
for the performance of a construction 
contract with defendant and defend- 
ant’s refusal to carry free inbound 
shipments of supplies to a milling 
company under contract with com- 
plainant to purchase grain for com- 
plainant’s use, and to reship it to 
complainant as ordered; Held, An ac- 
tion for damages for breach of con- 


tract, beyond the jurisdiction of the 
Commission. May 22; p. 1140. 

McCaa Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke Ry. Co. 
(case 5336); Elliott Splint Coal Co. vs. 
same (case 5336, Sub. 1); Gilmer Con- 
solidated Coal Co. vs. same (case 5336, 
Sub. 2); Queen Shoals Coal Co. vs. 
same (case 5336, Sub. 3); Morris Fork 
Coal Co. vs. same (case 5358); Eik 
Manor Coal Co. vs. same (case 5358, 
Sub. 1); (33 I. C. C., 128-132). (1) 
Car Distribution.—Upon a_= supple- 
mental hearing the coal operators and 
the defendant railway company sub- 
mitted a statement showing the mine 
ratings which shall form the basis for 
the distribution of coal cars during 
periods of car shortage. This agree- 
ment being satisfactory to all con- 
cerned, is accepted by the Commission 
as a compliance with its original find- 
ings herein, 30 I. C. C., 531. (2) Each 
Mine an Entity.—During periods of 
car shortage, the allotment due any 
particular one of the four mining op- 
erations controlled by the Davis Col- 
liery Co. shall be used by that par- 
ticular mine, and should such mine 
countermand its order for cars on any 
day, such cars shall revert to the gen- 
eral supply and be distributed among 
the mines along the line of the defend- 
ant railway company according to the 
respective mine ratings. (Rail & River 
Coal Co. vs. B. & O. R. R. Co., 14 I. 
C. C., 86, distinguished.) (3) Rule for 
Partially Loaded Cars.—Cars which 
are partially loaded and remain over 
until the next day to be fully 
loaded shall be charged against the 
mine loading same as if such cars 
were empty. March 13, p. 536. 


Meech & Stoddard, Inc., vs. Grand 


Trunk Ry. Co. of Canada et al.; case 
7259 (34 I. C. C., 39-40). To meet 
competition from Buffalo defendants 
maintain joint through rates on ex 
lake grain from Georgian Bay ports to 
numerous points in New England. 
Middletown, Conn., is a similarly sit- 
uated point and competes with the 
other points involved in the purchase 
and sale of grain and grain products. 
Defendants refuse to extend the rates 
described to Middletown on the ground 
that the rates are unremunerative 
and that they desire not to enhance 
their losses; Held, That defendants 
unjustly discriminate against Middle- 
town. May 22, p. 1140. 


Memphis Freight Bureau et al. vs. St. 


Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 4101; portion of 4th 
section application 461 (33 I. C. C., 
472-475). Joint through class rates 
for the transportation of various ar- 
ticles in lass than carloads from 
Memphis, Tenn., to Kessler, Le- 
compte, Grosse Tete and Fordoche, 
La., found to have been. un- 
reasonable to the extent they ex- 
ceeded the sums of the intermediate 
rates based on Port Allen or New 
Orleans, La., contemporaneously in 
effect. Reparation awarded. De- 
fendants’ application for relief from 
the aggregate of the intermediate 
rate rule of the Fourth Section of the 
act as to rates via Port Allen de- 
nied. April 24, p. 864. 


Menasha Wooden Ware Co. vs. C. & x 


W. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6777 (33 I. 
C., 563-566). Rates charged on ship- 
ments of woodenware in carloads 
from Menasha, Wis., to various points 
in Central Freight Association and 
Trunk Line territories, not found to 
have been unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed. 
May 8, p. 992. 


Meridian Fertilizer Factory et al. vs. 


Abilene & Southern Ry. Co. et al. 
(case 6113); 4th section application 
620 (33 I. C. C., 160-163). Defendants’ 
rates on acid phosphate in carloads 
from Shreveport, La., to certain 
points in Texas found to be unduly 
prejudicial as compared with rates on 
like traffic from New Orleans to such 
points. Fourth section question re- 
served for further’ investigation. 
March 13, p. 538. 


Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Asso- 


ciation et al. vs. Pennsylvania R. R. 
Co. et al.; case 4041 (32 I. C. C., 434- 
437). Upon rehearing conclusions in 
original report modified, and defend- 
ants required to establish charges for 
the interchange of interstate traffic in 
carloads in Baltimore, Md., herein 
found to be reasonable. Jan. 9, p. 79 
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are Bean Jobbers’ Assn. vs. G. R. 


. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6599 (33 I. 
C., 318-321). Prior to August, 1912, 
the Ann Arbor R. R. Co. provided 
certain transit arrangements at points 
on its line in Michigan with respect to 
shipments of dried beans from points 
in Michigan to points in other states, 
on the basis of through rates from 
points of origin to final destination, 
plus a transit charge. That car- 
rier then withdrew the _ arrange- 
ments and subsequently established, 
both as to dried beans and dried 
peas, specific rates from _ points 
on its line to various transit points 
which resulted in combinations that 
do not materially exceed the total 
charges to shippers under the former 
transit arrangement; Held, That—(1) 
The carrier has justified the increased 
rates to the extent herein indicated. 
(2) The refusal now to grant the tran- 
sit arrangements as to dried beans 
is not unreasonable or otherwise un- 
lawful. March 27, p. 648. 


Michigan Bean Jobbers’ Assn. vs. M. 


Cc. R. R. Co. et al.; see Saginaw Mill- 
ing Co. et al. vs. same; Feb. 20, p. 380. 


Michigan Steel Boat Co. vs. Michigan 


Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 6232 
(32 I. C. C., 576-577). Failure of car- 
rier to state the name of the shipper 
in its freight bills found to be an un- 
reasonable practice. Feb. 6, p. 259. 


Milburn Wagon Co. vs. Ann Arbor R. R. 


Co. et al.; case 5369 (32 I. C. C., 582- 
589). Adjustment of rates from To- 
ledo, on horse-drawn freight vehicles, 
farm wagons, carts and dump 
wagons,, to Illinois, Wisconsin, Min- 
nesota, all states west of the Missis- 
sippi River, and to the Republic of 
Mexico, alleged to be inherently un- 
reasonable and on a relatively higher 
basis than from Chicago, Milwaukee, 
Racine and other indicated cities, to 
the undue and unreasonable prefer- 
ence and advantage of those places, 
in part by reason of excessive and un- 
reasonable official classification rat- 
ings; Held, That with respect to traf- 
fic conditions, substantially as in the 
case of Commercial Club of Terre 
Haute vs. Vandalia R. R. Co., 29 I. 
Cc. C., 383, Toledo and the other cities 
are not similarly circumstanced and 
the adjustment of rates from the for- 
mer does not appear to be inherently 
or relatively unreasonable. Complaint 
dismissed. Feb. 13, p. 288. 


Miller, Albert, & Co. vs. Northern Pa- 


cific Ry. Co. et al. (case 6731); E. C. 
Best Co. vs. A., T. & S. F. Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 6731, sub. 1 (34 I. C. C., 
154-157). Upon complaints alleging 
that defendants’ rules and charges re- 
lating to the protection from cold of 
potatoes in transit are unreasonable 
and unjustly discriminatory; Held, 
That complainants have not shown 
themselves entitled to relief. Com- 
plaints dismissed. June 19, p. 1320. 


Mississippi River crossings; class and 


commodity rates to and from Quincy, 
Ill., and groups; I. and S. 431 (32 I. C. 
C., 471-478). Proposed increased class 
and commodity rates between Quincy, 
Ill., Hannibal and Louisiana, Mo., and 
points taking the same rates, on the 
one hand, and points in trunk line 
and Central Freight Association ter- 
ritories, on the other hand, found not 
to have been justified; p. 112. 


Mississippi River crossings; class and 


commodity rates to and from Quincy, 
Ill., and groups; I. and S. 431 (33 L. 
Cc. C., 409-410). Order heretofore en- 
tered so modified as to require the 
maintenance of the same relationship 
in rates to and from points east of 
the Indiana-Illinois state line between 
Quincy, Ill., Hannibal and Louisiana, 
Mo., and St. Louis, Mo., as has been 
in effect for the past several years. 
April 3, p. 721. . 


Mixed Car Dealers’ Assn. vs. D., L. & 


W. R. R. Co. et al. (case 6506); Husted 
Milling Co. vs. N. Y. C. & St. L. R. R. 
Co. (case 6506, sub. 1); H-O Co. vs. 
L. S. & M. S. Ry. Co. et al. (case 
6506, sub. 2); Buffalo Cereal Co. vs. 
same (case 6506) (33 I. C. C., 133-144). 
On complaint that defendants’ transit 
charges on grain milled in transit at 
points in the states of New York and 
Pennsylvania are unreasonable and 
unlawful, and the transit rules unjust 
and unreasonable; Held, (1) That the 
application of the through rate on 
grain products or by-products from 
point of origin to ultimate destina- 
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tion on grain milled in transit is not 
unlawful if properly published, and 
does not result in unreasonable 
charges. (2) That the service per- 
formed in transporting the grain prod- 
ucts or by-products from the transit 
house is a transportation service for 
which a rate should be named in a 
tariff and which should be shown on 
the outbilling; and that it is unlawful 
to publish a transportation charge in 
the guise of a transit charge. (3) 
That rules with respect to policing 
transit should be uniform, and de- 
fendants should see to it that they 
adopt and apply rules which do not 
result in discrimination between tran- 
sit users, and at the same time do not 
permit of forbidden substitution. (4) 
That under tariff authority therefor 
and proper policing thereof which will 
maintain the through rates the de- 
fendants may permit grain to arrive 
at a transit house over the line of one 
carriers and the product to be for- 
warded by another carrier, but this is 
something that may not be required 
under the limitation in the fifteenth 
section of the Act, respecting through 
routes and joint rates. (5) That the 
transit charge of 1%4c per 100 pounds 
on local grain and ex-lake grain 
charged at f. o. b. rates from Buffalo, 
N. Y., is not unreasonable. (6) Repa- 
ration denied. March 6, p. 482. 


Mixed car loads; rates on cement, lime, 


salt and other commodities from St 
Paul, Duluth and other points to sta- 
tions in Montana; I. and S. 474 (32 
I. C. C., 532-536). Cancellation of a 
commodity rate on mixed carloads of 
cement, lime, plaster, roofing pitch 
and salt from St. Paul and Duluth, 
Minn., and other points at the head of 
the lakes to stations in North Da- 
kota and Montana found to be justi- 
fied. Jan. 30, p. 208. 


Monon Coal Co. et al. vs. C. & E. LR 


R. Co. et al.; case 6271 (34 I. C. C., 
221-228). Rate of 87c per ton on coal 
to Chicago from mines in the Sulli- 
van-Linton group of Indiana found 
not to be unduly discriminatory as 
compared with the rate of 77c appli- 
cable to the same destination from 
mines in the Brazil-Clinton district of 
Indiana. June 19,-p. 1338. 


Montana, board of railroad commis- 


sioners of the state of, in behalf of 
Montana Mattress Co. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka and Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 6387 (32 I. C. C., 316-318). Rates 
for the transportation of cotton and 
cotton linters in carloads from certain 
points in southern Texas to Butte, 
Mont., found to be unreasonable, and 
reasonable rates prescribed for the 
future. Jan. 2, p. 9. 


Morris Fork Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 


Ry. Co.; see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 
p. 536. 


Morse, Fred S., Lumber Co. vs. L. & 


N. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6867 (33 I. 
C. C., 571-572). <A carload of yellow- 
pine lumber originating at Sanford, 
Ala., on the Louisville & Nashville, 
was consigned to Middletown, N. Y., 
routed via the Erie R. R. On account 
of floods the initial carrier, without 
instructions from the owner, for- 
warded the shipment over another 
route at a higher rate: Held, That 
the initial carrier is liable for the re- 
sulting increase in transportation 
ere Reparation awarded. May 
» dD. . 


Mosely, Alfred, vs. Atchison, Topeka & 
_Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; case 6742 


(33 I. C. C., 521-522).: Upon allegation 
of the unreasonableness of defendants’ 
passenger-fare rule under which a 
minimum of one and one-half first- 
class tickets is required for the ex- 
clusive use of a compartment on 
“California limited” trains; Held, That 
the rule complained of is not shown to 
be unreasonable. Complaint dis- 
missed, April 24, p. 878. 


Murphy Bros. vs. N. Y. Cc. & H. R. R 


R. Co.; case 6807 (33 I. C. C., 355-359). 
In assessment at New York City of 
track-storage charges, tariff provision 
that time will be computed from first 
7 a. m. after car is placed, held to be 
unjust and unreasonable, in that it 
does not provide that time will be 
computed from the first 7 a. m. after 
placing cars on public delivery tracks, 
and after the day on which notice of 
arrival is sent to consignee. Repara- 
tion awarded. March 27, p. 657. , 
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Nashville, City of, et al. vs. L. & N. 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 6484 (33 I. C. C., 
76-91). The Louisville & Nashvill 
and Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 
Louis own separate terminals at 
Nashville, but maintain and operate 
them jointly under the title of ‘‘the 
Nashville terminals,’’ apportioning the 
expenses of maintenance and opera- 
tion monthly on the basis of the to- 
tal number of cars. of all kinds han- 
dled for each road. Through the 
“Nashville terminals” both roads 
serve the industries on each other’s 
tracks at Nashville in addition to the 
industries on their own. No charge 
is imposed upon shippers for the ser- 
vice performed. The Tennessee Cen- 
tral, the only other road into Nash- 
ville, maintains separate terminals. 
The Louisville & Nashville and Nash- 
ville, Chattanooga & St. Louis inter- 
change noncompetitive traffic with 
the Tennessee Central at a charge of 
$3 per car, but competitive traffic is 
interchanged only at the local rates to 
and from the points of interchange. 
which rates range from $5 to $36 per 
car, except that the Tennessee Cen- 
tral switches competitive and non- 
competitive grain between the Her- 
mitage elevator and points of inter- 
change with the Louisville & Nash- 
ville and Nashville, Chattanooga & St. 
Louis for $2 per car. At other points 
the Louisville & Nashville and Nash- 
ville, Chattanooga & St. Louis inter- 
change competitive and noncompeti- 
tive traffic with other carriers at the 
same rates; Held, That (1) The Louis- 
ville & Nashville and Nashville, Chat- 
tanooga & St. Louis interchange com- 
petitive and noncompetitive traffic 
with each other at Nashville at cost, 
exclusive of fixed charges; the charge 
of $3 per car for switching noncom- 
petitive traffic to and from the Ten- 
nessee Central is not shown to be un- 
reasonable; the Tennessee Central 
should not be required to pay greater 
charges than the Louisville & Nash- 
ville and Nashville, Chattanooga & 
St. Louis pay each other; the charge 
of $2 per car imposed by the Tennes- 
see Central for switching grain to and 
from the Hermitage elevator unduly 
prefers that elevator. (2) Section 1 
of the Act requires railroads subject 
to the Act to furnish transportation, 
including the transportation of cars of 
connecting carriers, and since ade- 
quate provision is made for the re- 
turn of cars interchanged and for 
compensation for their use, and the 
use of tracks incidental to transpor- 
tation conducted entirely by the car- 
rier whose tracks are used is the very 
use which railroads are constituted 
to afford, no property is taken by 
these provisions. (3) A carrier inter- 
changing traffic with one connecting 
earrier and thereby short hauling its 
own line cannot refuse to interchange 
traffic with another connecting carrier 
solely on the ground that its own line 
oe short hauled thereby. Feb. 27, 
Pp. ‘ 


National Association of Ice Cream Man- 


ufacturers vs. Adams Express Co. et 
aL; case 6641 (33 I. C. C., 411-414). 
Charges for transportation of ice 
cream and for returned empty con- 
tainers named in express classifica- 
tion No. 22, as amended by order of 
March 9, 1914, Express Investigation, 
28 I. C. C., 131, not found to be un- 
reasonable. Complaint dismissed. 
April 3, p. 715. 


National Dock and Storage Warehouse 


Co. vs. Boston & Albany R. R. Co. et 
al.; case 6939 (33 I. C. C., 330-331). 
The tariff of the defendants providing 
that the import rate should not apply 
unless. traffic was stored in customs 
bonded warehouses or delivered to 
carrier direct from the ship side does 
not subject complainant to unjust dis- 
crimination under Section 2 of the Act 
to regulate commerce, nor to undue 
——- under Section 3. March 27, 
p. E 


National Pole Co. et al. vs. Minneapolis 
& International Ry. Co.; case 6312 (33 
I. C. C., 372-373). Complaint of re- 
fusal by defendant to permit an em- 
ploye of complainants to have com- 
plete access to defendant’s yard and 
yard office at North Bemidji, Minn., 
for the purpose of witnessing weigh- 
ing. a dismissed. March 27, 
p. 4 
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National Council of Farmers’ Co-opera- 


tive Association vs. C., B. & Q. R. 
Co, et al.; case 7029 (34 I. C. C., 60- 
66). Upon complaint of shippers of 
grain cwning elevators at country sta- 
tiens in the states of Illinois, Iowa, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Kansas, North 
Dakota and South Dakota, = alleg- 
ing that defendants fail to fur- 
nish cars in suitable condition for the 
transportation of grain in bulk, and 
asking that they be required either to 
furnish cars suitable in all respects 
for carrying this traffic or make an 
allowance to shippers for work done 
and materials furnished to oo 
the cars for loading; Held, (1) It is 
the duty of carriers to furnish cars 
suitable to transport in safety traffic 
which they hold themselves out to 
carry, and this duty is not fulfilled 
when a carrier furnishes a car, upon 
reasonable request of a shipper, which 
requires repairing to prevent leakage 
of grain in transit. (2) It is not un- 
reasonable to expect shippers to do a 
limited amount of cleaning or to make 
minor and inexpensive repairs on such 
cars. (3) It would be impracticable 
to fix: by order any allowance that 
should be paid shippers for labor per- 
formed or materials furnished. (4) 
Suggestions made that carriers specify 
in their tariffs what they will furnish 
in the way of materials, which must 
be uniform and adequate. (5) Car- 
rier’s practice at terminal points with 
reference to preparing cars for loading 
grain in bulk not found to be unjustly 
discriminatory against complainant’s 
members. Complaint dismissed. May 
29, p. 1185. 


New England Coal & Coke Co. vs. N. & 


W. Ry. Co. et al.; case 5591 (33 I. C. 
C., ‘276-280). Defendants make a 
charge for dumping coal into boats 
from their piers in the harbors of 
Norfolk and Newport News, Va., in 
addition to the regular transportation 
rate applying to the port on business 
destined beyond the Virginia capes; 
Held, That this practice is not un- 
lawful. Complaint dismissed. March 
13, p. 543. 


New Orleans Vegetable Growers’, Mer- 


chants’ and Shippers’ Association vs. 
Illinois Central R. R. Co. et al.; case 
5595 (34 I. C. C., 32-38). Rates and 
minimum weights on vegetables in 
carloads from New Orleans, La., to 
Chicago, Ill., and other northern mar- 
kets not found unreasonable. Com- 
plete revision directed of defendants’ 
schedules of estimated weights apply- 
ing on shipments of vegetables from 
New Orleans and other Louisiana 
points. Fourth Section violations al- 
leged in complaint found to have been 
eliminated by defendants. Rates on 
vegetables from New Orleans, La., to 
Kansas City, Mo., and to Buffalo- 
Pittsburgh territory found to be un- 
justly discriminatory to the extent 
that they exceed by more than ic per 
100 pounds the rates contemporane- 
ously mdintained from Southport 
Junction, La., and the discrimination 
—- to be removed. May 29, p. 
1176. 


Newport Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W.; 


American-Boston Mining Co. et al. vs. 
M., St. P. & S. S. Marie; same vs. C. 
& N. W.; same vs. D. S. S. & A.; 
same vs. C., M. & St. P.; Corrigan, 
McKinney & Co. vs. M., St. P. & S. S. 
Marie; same vs. C. & N. W.; Hayes 
Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W. (33 I. C. C., 
645-657). (1) The carriers serving 
mines in the Michigan peninsula sim- 
ultaneously filed supplementary tariffs 
separating their charge on ore traffic 
and applying a 5c per gross ton addi- 
tional charge for dock service, but 
keeping in effect the old rate which 
then applied only for the service of 
assembling and line haul up to dock- 
yard; Held, That the effect of this 
change is to increase the rate for ser- 
vice formerly performed at a lower 
rate and the burden is on the carriers 
to justify the increased total charges. 
(2) In judging the reasonableness of 
a rate in territory served by several 
carriers the line most favorably situ- 
ated with respect to earnings, traffic 
and operations will not alone be con- 
sidered; and, conversely, considera- 
tion will not be confined to the line of 
poorest earnings, traffic conditions, 
etc. (3) When discrimination is 
claimed as a ground for disturbing a 
lanket rate it must be shown that 


New York Team Owners’ Assn. et al. 


New York Dock Railway vs. B. & O. 


North Carolina Corporation Commission 


Northern Pine Manufacturers’ Associa- 


Ochsenreiter, L. G., vs. Atchison, To- 


vs. same; case 6553 (33 I. C. C., 518- 


excluding automobiles from the appli- 
cation of rates provided for emigrant 
movables not found to have been un- 
reasonable. Evidence of record not 
sufficiently definite to permit a finding 
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the discrimination resulting is unlaw- 
ful; i. e., that one shipper or class of 
shippers is damaged thereby and that 
another shipper or class of shippers 
is correspondingly benefited. .(4) The 
increased charges found to be justified 
one complaints dismissed. May 22, p. 
08. 


vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. Co. et al.; 
see Tailboard cases; p. 61. 


R. R. Co. et al.; case 6389 (32 I. C. C., 
568-575). (1) The facts shown of rec- 
ord do not justify compulsory estab- 
lishment of through routes and joint 
rates between complainant and its 
trunk line connections. (2) Where 
the portion of the general public in- 
volved is adequately served, where 
there is no apparent necessity or de- 
mand on the part of shippers for the 
establishment of through routes and 
joint rates, and where there is ab- 
sence of unjust or unreasonable rates, 
practices or discriminations, the Com- 
mission cannot view with favor an 
effort to require the establishment of 
such routes and rates merely to en- 
able a carrier to wrest from its con- 
nections or an agent to wrest from 
its principal greater compensation. 
Feb. 6, p. 256. 


vs. Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case 5431; 
Odell Hardware Co. vs. same; case 
5431, sub. 1 (33 I. C. C., 487-499). On 
complaint that defendants’ rates on 
the first six classes from Central 
Freight Association, Pittsburgh-Buf- 
falo and eastern seaboard territories 
and from Lynchburg to certain North 
Carolina points, and from certain 
points in Central Freight Association 
and Pittsburgh-Buffalo territories to 
Winston-Salem, are unreasonable, un- 
justly discriminatory and in certain 
instances in violation of the Fourth 
Section of the Act; Held, That (1) 
Defendants’ joint through rates from 
Cincinnati and points related thereto 
have not been shown to have been 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. (2) The lawful rates were as- 
sessed by defendants on shipments 
from points in Central Freight Asso- 
ciation territory that did not have 
through rates to North Carolina 
points and these rates have not been 
shown to have been unreasonable or 
unjustly discriminatory. (3) Defend- 
ants’ joint through rates from Pitts- 
burgh-Buffalo territory to North 
Carolina points have not been shown 
to have been unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. (4) No finding made 
as to joint through rates from east- 
ern seaboard territory to North Caro- 
lina points. These rates exceed the 
combinations on Norfolk, Va., and are 
reserved for future consideration. (5) 
Defendants’ rates to Winston-Salem, 
via: Roanoke, from points in Central 
Freight Association territory that had 
both local and proportional rates to 
the Virginia cities, are now on the 
same basis as the rates to other North 
Carolina points. Complainants not 
found to have been damaged or en- 
titled to reparation. (6) Joint through 
rates from Pittsburgh-Buffalo terri- 
tory to Winston-Salem that exceeded 
the combinations on Roanoke at the 
time of the filing of the complaint are 
at present no higher than the com- 
bination rates. Complainants not 
found to have been damaged or en- 
titled to reparation. (7) Defendants’ 
rates from Lynehburg to North Caro- 
lina points not found to have beén 
unreasonable or unjustly discrimina- 
tory. April 24, p. 870. 


tion et al. vs. Chicago & Northwest- 
ern Ry. Co. et al.; case 5979 (33 I. C. 
C., 360-369). Rates on lumber from 
producing points in Wisconsin, Minne- 
sota and Michigan to upper and lower 
Missouri River créssings not found to 
be unreasonable or unduly discrimina- 
we Complaint dismissed. April 3, 
Pp. ; 


peka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6514; Arizona Corporation Commission 


520). Provisions of defendants’ tariffs 





with respect of the noninclusion of 
gasoline engines with emigrant mov- 
ables. Complaints dismissed. May 1, 


Pp. 930. 

Odell Hardware Co. vs. Southern Ry. 
Co. et al (case 5431, sub, 1); see North 
Carolina Corporation Commission vs, 
same. April 24, p. 869. : 

Ohio Iron and Metal Co. vs. Elgin, Joliet 
& Eastern Ry. Co.; case 7059 (34 I. 
Cc. C., 75-76). Defendant mailed notice 
of arrival of a car of scrap iron at 
Chicago Heights, Ill., which was never 
received by the consignee; Held, That 
the carrier’s duty was performed when 
it placed notice in the mail and that 
demurrage charges were properly as- 
sessed. Refund of $1 overcharge di- 
rected. May 29, p. 1190. 

Oklahoma Corporation Commission on 
behalf of Daily Oklahoman and other 
newsprint paper shippers in Oklahoma 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 6620 (33 I. C. C., 503- 
506). Rates for the transportation of 
newsprint paper in carloads from 
Galveston, Tex., to Oklahoma City 
and other Oklahoma points found to 
be unreasonable. Reasonable rates 
prescribed. April 24, p. 875. 

Oklahoma, Corporation Commission of, 
on behalf of Futch Bros. vs. K. C., M. 
& O. Ry. Co. et al.; case 5649 (32 I. 
C. C., 384-386). Greater commercia! 
advantages for the disposition of cot- 
ton at Wichita Falls, Tex., than at 
Altus, Okla., and the fact that no 
charges are made by the compress at 
the former point for the handling or 
storage of concentrated cotton, while 
Such charges are made by the Altus 
compress, held not to justity an order 
requiring the establishment of addi- 
tional routes for the transportation 
of cotton from points in Oklahoma on 
the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient 
Railway to Galveston, Tex., with com- 
pression at Wichita Falls, when the 
several existing routes, with privilege 
of compression by the carriers at Al- 
tus, are neither unsatisfactory nor 
unduly long. Complaint dismissed. 
Jan. 9, p. 59. 


Omaha Grain Exchange vs. Chicago & 


Alton R. R. Co. et al.; case 6688 (32 
I. C. C., 597-601). The complainant 
sought the establishment of joint re- 
shipping carload rates by the Wabash 
R. R. Co. in connection with the Chi- 
cago & Alton R. R. Co. on wheat, 
corn and articles taking the same 
rates, from Omaha and South Omaha, 
Neb., and Council Bluffs, Ia., via Mex- 
ico, Mo., to certain stations on the 
main line of the Chicago & Alton, and 
to all south branch stations of the 
Chicago & Alton from Mexico to the 
Missouri River. Prior to the hearing 
reasonable joint reshipping rates were 
published to the south branch points. 
Upon all the facts of record; Held, 
Joint reshipping rates to the main- 
line stations of the Chicago & Alton 
R. R. Co. between Mexico and the 
Mississippi River have been shown to 
be necessary and proper, and should 
be published, taking the rate to the 
Mississippi River as a maximum. 
Reparation awarded on certain ship- 
ments to south branch stations. Feb. 
13, p. 293. 


Oregon-Washington R. R. & Naviga- 


tion Co. under Panama Canal Act in 
connection with operations of boat 
lines on Columbia and Willamette 
rivers, Lake Coeur d’Alene and Snake 
River; case 6634 (33 I. C. C., 658-665). 
Upon application of the Oregon-Wash- 
ington R. R. & Navigation Co. under 
the provfsions of Section 5 of the Act 
to regulate commerce, as amended by 
Section 11 of the Panama Canal Act, 
for an extension of time beyond July 
1, 1914, during which petitioner may 
continue to operate boats on the 
Willamette and Columbia rivers, Lake 
Coeur d’Alene and the Snake River; 
Held, (1) That the Oregon-Washing- 
ton R. R. & Navigation Co. does or 
may compete with its boats in their 
operations on the Willamette and Co- 
lumbia rivers, Lake Coeur d’Alene 
and the Snake River within the mean- 
ing of the act. (2) That the operation 
of these boats is in the interest of 
the public and of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the peo- 
ple; that their continued operation by 
petitioner will neither exclude, prevent 
nor reduce competition on the routes 
by water and that the application 
should be granted. (3) That the rates, 
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Petit Salt Co. vs. C..M. & 








fares, schedules and regulations of 
these boats on the Columbia and Wil- 
lamette rivers, on Lake Coeur d’Alene 
and on the Snake River, governing 
traffic subject to the act, moved by 
them, must be filed with the Commis- 
sion and posted to the public as re- 
quired by the act and the rules and 
regulations of the Commission. May 
15, p. 1048, 


Panama Canal applications; see Boat 


Line Control. 


Paper; rates on paper and other com- 


modities from New England points to 
New York and other — I. and S. 
495 (33 I. C. C., 609-612). Increase in 
rates on paper of various kinds from 
New England points to New York, N. 
Y., and adjacent points found to have 
been justified in part. May 8, p. 1002. 


Parlin & Orendorff Co. vs. Illinois Cen- 


tral R. R. Co. et al; case 6937 (34 I. 
Cc. C., 90-92). The discrimination at 
present existing against Canton, IIl., 
in favor of Peoria, Ill., in the rates 
on agricultural implements in carloads 
to local points on the Illinois Central 

. R. in Kentucky, Tennessee and 
Mississippi not found to be undue. 
The question of unreasonableness of 
rates from Canton not decided, owing 
to readjustment being made in con- 
nection with Fourth Section Order No. 
3866. Complaint dismissed. May 29, 


p. 1193 


Parlin & Orendorff Co. vs. C. C. C. & 


St. L. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6429 (33 I. 
C. C., 442-444). Carload rate of $1.60 
per ton on coke from Indianapolis, 
Ind., to Canton, Ill., not found un- 
reasonable or unjustly discriminatory. 
Complaint dismissed. April 10, p. 769. 


Peddler Cars; rules governing ship- 


ments of packing-house products and 
other freight shipped in peddler cars; 
I. and S. 419 (32 I. C. C., 428-433). 
Proposed increased minimum weight 
applicable to packing-house products 
and other commodities shipped in 
peddler cars between points in west- 
ern trunk line territory found not to 
have been justified. Jan. 9, p. 76. 


Pennsylvania Paraffine Works vs. Penn- 


sylvania R. R. Co. (case 5574); Crew- 
Levick Co. vs. same; case 5574, sub. 1 
(34 I. C. C., 179-196). (1) This Com- 
mission has the power to require car- 
riers to furnish all eaanenny equip- 
ment, both ordinary and special, upon 
reasonable request. (Vulcan Coal and 
Mining Co. vs. I. C. R. R. Co., 33 I. 
C. C., 52.) (2) The question of what 
is a reasonably adequate car supply is 
an administrative one of which this 
Commission alone can take original 
jurisdiction. (3) A shipper’s request 
for cars especially suited for the trans- 
portation of his products would not 
be reasonable if the cars must be pre- 
pared for shipment in a manner which 
is peculiarly within the technical 
knowledge of men connected witn 
that industry, or if the movement 
of the commodity is a dangerous 


operation which can be safely per-. 


formed only by men engaged in its 
production. (4) The shipment of pe- 
troleum products in tank cars does not 
eall for such technical knowledge as 
would render unreasonable complain- 
ants’ request that defendants furnish 
these cars. (5) From the standpoint 
of economy to the shipper, to the con- 
sumer and the railroad, tank cars are 
the only proper cars to use in the 
shipment of petroleum. (6) One of 
the tests to be relied upon in deter- 
mining the reasonableness of.a ship- 
per’s request for cars is to be found 
in the volume of his shipments in the 
past, due allowance being made for 
the growth of his business. (7) All 
cars used by carriers, whether they 
be owned by the carriers themselves 
or leased from private car lines or 
from shippers, must be distributed 
without discrimination. (8) Whatever 
transportation service or facility the 
law requires a carrier to supply, it has 
a right to furnish. (Atchison Ry. Co. 
vs. U. S., 232, U. S., 199; Arlington 
Heights Fruit Exchange vs. S. P. Co., 
20 I. Cc. C., 106.) (9) Defendant re- 
quired to furnish a sufficient number 
of tank cars. June 19, p. 1327. 

St. P. Ry. Co. 
et al.: case 6435 (33 I. C. C., 590-592). 
Rates on salt in carloads from Mil- 
waukee, Wis., to. trans-Mississippi 
points on the C. B. & Q. R. R. not 
found to be.unreasonable, unjustly 
discriminatory or unduly prejudicial 
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as compared with the rates from Chi- 
cago, oan” to the same points. May 
» Pp. 


Petmecky Co. et al. vs. M. K. & T. Ry. 


Co. of Texas et al.; see W. A. Griffing 
et al. vs. C. & N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; 


Jan. 2, p. 8. 
Philadelphia Team Owners’ Protective 


Assn. vs. P. & R. Ry. Co. et al.; see 
Tailboard cases; p. 61. 


Pine Belt Lumber Co. vs. Gulf & Ship 


Island R. R. Co.; case 5648 (33 I. C. 
C., 117-118). (1) Demurrage charges 
for detention of two cars of lumber 
at Hattiesburg, Miss., shipped from 
Belpine, Miss., to Mobile, Ala., and 
dressed in transit at Hattiesburg, 
found to have been improperly as- 
sessed. (2) The record containing no 
proof that complainants were dam- 
aged by the imposition of the charges 
Sooner reparation is denied. Feb. 
» Pp. . 


Potatoes; rules governing transporta- 


tion in refrigerator equipment; I. and 
S. 530 (34 I. C. C., 255-256). Pro- 
posed change in wording of rule with 
respect to charges for rental of in- 
sulated cars found to have been jus- 
tified. Order of suspension vacated. 
June 19, p. 1349. 


Poultry; rating on live poultry in West- 


ern trunk line territory; I. and S. 443 
(32 I. C. C., 380-383). Proposed in- 
crease from fourth class to third class 
in the rating on live poultry in car- 
loads in western trunk line and trans- 
Missouri territories found to be justi- 
fied; Jan. 9, p. 58 


Providence Fruit and Produce Exchange 


vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. R. R. Co.; case 
6097 (33 I. C. C., 294-296). Rule in 
defendant’s tariff covering icing of 
perishable freight in refrigerator cars, 
which requires shippers to state at 
what points cars shall be reiced, not 
found to be unreasonable or unjustly 
discriminatory. Complaint dismissed. 
arch 13, p. 550. 


Putzer Publishing Co. vs. B. & O. S. 


W. R. R. Co. et al.; see Illinois Coal 
cases; p. 295. 


Queen Shoals Coal Co. vs. Coal & Coke 


Ry. Co. see McCaa Coal Co. vs. same; 
p. 536. 


Rayner & Parker vs. L. & N. R. R. Co. 


et al.; case 6839 (33 I. C. C., 595-597). 
Complainant shipped from Poley, Ala., 
a car of lumber consigned in the first 
instance to Altoona, Pa., but recon- 
signed in transit to Nicholson, Pa. 
The reconsignment was efected by 
the L. & N. R. R, Co. at Cincinnati, 
O., and charges were collected at 
Nicholson upon basis of the combi- 
nation of rates to and from that point. 
Upon complaint alleging ‘that such 
charges were unreasonable; Held: 
That upon the facts of record in this 
case and for the reasons stated in 
Central Commercial Co. vs. L. & N. 
Rk i Cc. c. i Ht. 4 C, ws 
reconsignment should have been per- 
mitted upon basis of the joint through 
rate contemporaneously in effect from 
Poley to Nicholson, plus $5 for serv- 
ices rendered in effecting the recon- 
senmess. Reparation awarded. May 
8, p. 996. 


Reeves Coal Co. vs. C., M. & St. P. Ry. 


Co.; case 7409 (34 I. C. C., 122-123). 
Complainant ordered a shipment re- 
consigned, provided the lowest rate 
between original point of origin and 
final point of destination would apply. 
Reconsignment was effected and law- 
- ful charges, higher than those which 
would have accrued at the lowest 
rate from point of origin to final des- 
tination, were collected; Held, That 
the case does not differ materially 
from one involving merely a mis- 
quoted rate. Complaint dismissed. 
June 5, p. 1230. 


Refrigeration charges, westbound trans- 


continental; I. and S. 514 (34 I. C. G., 
140-145). Proposed new refrigeration 
charges on perishable commodities, 
iced by the shipper and delivered .to 
the carrier with specific notice not to 
re-ice in transit, not justified. Pro- 
posed increased charges 7 car for 
the re-icing in transit of perishable 
commodities shipped from. Missouri 
River territory to north Pacific coast, 
Spokane and Montana territories, jus- 
tified. June 5, p. 1235. 

Rock Hill, City of, S. C., vs. Southern 
Ry Co.; see Charlotte, City of, N. C., 

et al. vs. same; p. 1273. 


vee Mfrs.’ and Shippers’ Assn. vs. 
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» T. & S&S. F Ry. Co. et al; see 
Furniture Mfrs.’ Assn. of Grand Rap- 
ids vs. Ann Arbor et al.; p. 1386. 


Rosenblatt, H., & Sons et al..vs. Ann 


Arbor R. R. Co. et al.; case 6981 (33 
I. C. C., 324-329). Complaint that 
class rates from Central Freight As- 
sociation and Trunk Line territories 
to Beloit, Wis., are unreasonable and 
unduly prejudicial to the extent that 
they exceed the class rate contempo- 
raneously applicable from the same 
points of origin to Rockford, IIl., not 
sustained by the evidence of record. 
oe dismissed. March 27, p. 


Saginaw Milling Co. et al. vs, M. C. R. 


R. Co. et al. (case 6196); Michigan 
Bean Jobbers’ Assn. vs. same (case 
6196, sub. 1), (33 I. C. C., 25-32). (1) 
Rules and charges of defendants ap- 
plying to the transit upon beans at 
Saginaw and Jackson, Mich., found 
not to be unreasonable or otherwise 
unlawful. (2) Withdrawal by de- 
fendants of transit on dried beans at 
Saginaw and Jackson, Mich., upon 
complainants’ refusal to cancel billing 
to cover local disposition of transit 
tonnage found to have been in ac- 
cordance with tariff requirements and 
not unreasonable or otherwise un- 
lawful. Complaints dismissed. Feb. 
20, p. 380. 


Salt Lake Mattress and Manufacturing 


Co. et al. vs. A. T. & S. F Ry. Co. 
et al.; case 5843 (32 I. C. C., 417-427). 
Rates on cotton linters from produc- 
ing points in Texas, Oklahoma, Louis- 
iana and Arkansas, and from Mem- 
phis, Tenn., to Salt Lake City and 
Ogden, Utah., and points taking the 
same rates, found to be unjustly dis- 
criminatory against Salt Lake City 
and Ogden and unduly preferential to 
Denver, Colo., and points taking the 
same rates and to the California and 
north Pacific coast terminals; Jan. 9, 


p. 72. 
San Jose Chamber of Commerce et al. 


vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; see 
Terminal Rates: p. 85. 


San Toy Coal Co. vs. A. C. & Y. Ry. 


Co. et al.; case 6796 (34 I. C. C., 93- 
101). Complainant attacks as unrea- 
sonable and unduly discriminatory de- 
fendants’ rates on bituminous coal in 
carloads from San Toy, Ohio, and oth- 
er poins in the Crooksville, Ohio, 
coal district to Chicago, Ill., and ‘to 
points in the states of Illinois, Indi- 
ana and Michigan. Upon the facts 
disclosed of record; Held, That the 
rates unjustly discriminate against 
shipments from mines of complainant 
and others located in the same dis- 
trict in favor of mines located in the 
middle district of Ohio. Defendants 
required to remove the discrimination. 
Complaint is also made of rates from 
San Toy and other points in the 
Crooksville district to Lake Erie ports 
for transshipment; Held, That the 
evidence fails to show that the rates 
complained of are unreasonable or 
otherwise in violation of law. May 
29, p. 1194. 


Security Vault and Metal Works and 


Coast Culvert and Flume Co. vs. C. 
B. & $ R. R. Co. et al.; case 6493 
(sub 1); see California Corrugated 
Culvert Co. vs. Alabama Great South- 
ern R. R. Co. et al: April 10, p. 770. 


Shands, T. W., et al. vs. Seaboard Air 


Line Ry. et al.; case 6941 (34 I. C. C., 
214-215). A state statute provided 
that carriers should reimburse ship- 
pers for expense incurred in staking 
flat cars for loading with lumber. 
Refusal of carriers to comply with this: 
statute in connection with shipments 
of lumber moving in coastwise and 
foreign trade found not to have been 
unjustly discriminatory or unlawful. 
a dismissed, June 19, p. 


’ 
Sloane, W. & J., vs. Southern Pacific 


Co.-et al.; case 6443 (33 I.:C. C., 569- 
511). Defendants’ rule resulting in 
the imposition of higher charges on 
display racks, in less than carloads, 
weighing less than 1,000 pounds, than 
for similar racks weighing 1,000 
pounds or more, found to be unrea- 
—. ‘ Reparation awarded; April 
» Pp. : 


Snow Lumber Co. vs. Raleigh, Char- 


lotte & Southern Ry. Co.; case 5826 
(33 I. C. C., 587-589). Rates on lum- 
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ber in carloads from Norman, N. C., 
to points north and east of Virginia 
cities not found unreasonable or un- 
duly prejudicial. Complaint dismissed. 
May 8, p. 993. 

Southern Pacific Co. application under 
Panama Canal act in connection with 
ownership of schooner Pasadena; case 
6991 (33 I. C. C., 476-479). Upon ap- 
plication of the Southern Pacific Co. 
under the provisions of Section 5 of 
the Act to Regulate Commerce, as 
amended by Section 11 of the Panama 
Canal Act, for an extension of time 
beyond July 1, 1914, during which pe- 
titioner may retain ownership in the 
schooner Pasadena, operated between 
certain points on the coast of Cali- 
fornia; Held: (1) That so long as the 
line of the Northwestern Pacific be- 
tween Albion and Christine, Cal., is 
not extended so as to connect with its 
main line, the Southern Pacific does 
not and cannot compete with the 
Pasadena operating between Albion 
and San Francisco, Cal., and that the 
continued operation of the Pasadena 
between these points: will not be in 
violation of Section 5 of the Act to 
Regulate Commerce, as amended by 
the Panama Canal act. (2) That in 
the operation of the boat between 
San Francisco and San Pedro and 
Redondo the Southern Pacific may 
compete with the Pasadena. In so far 
as the petition seeks a continuance 
of this service, it is denied as of May 
1, 1915. (3) That if in the future the 
Pasadena, in its operation between 
Albion and San Francisco participates 
in any joint rates applicable to, or in 
any arrangement for through carriage 
of, interstate shipments with any car- 
rier by railroad, the rates, rules and 
regulations governing such’ shipments 
must be published, filed and posted, 
as provided in Section 6 of the act. 
April 24, p. 866. 

Spiegle, George M., vs. Southern Ry. 
Co.; case 6141 (32 I. C. C., 687-689). 
In the absence of proof that “complain- 
ant was damaged by reason of undue 
discrimination in transit charges, 
which was found in Spiegel & Co. vs. 
S. Ry. Co., 19 I. C. C., 522, to have 
existed in favor of Johnson City, 
Tenn., prior to Jan. 16, 1911, the com- 
plainant’s prayer for additional repa- 
ration on shipments from Newport, 
Tenn., to interstate points is denied. 
Feb. 13, Pp. 305. 

Spokane, Portland & Seattle Railway’s 
ownership of the Dalles, Portland & 
Astoria Navigation Co.; application 
under Panama Canal Act; case 6617 
(33 I. C. C., 462-467). On petition of 
the Spokane, Portland & Seattle Ry. 
Co. under Section 5 of the Act, as 
amended by the Panama Canal Act, 
for a temporary extension of time dur- 
ing which petitioner may retain own- 
ership of the Dalles, Portland & As- 
toria Navigation Co.; Held, That the 
Dalles, Portland & Astoria Navigation 
Co. does, and may compete with the 
petitioner’s rail line. That the con- 
tinued ownership by petitioner of the 
Dalles, Portland & Astoria Navigation 
Co. would not be in the interest of 
the public and of advantage to the 
convenience and commerce of the peo- 
ple, and that it would exclude, pre- 
vent or reduce competition on the 
water route here considered. Petition 
7. effective June 1, 1915. April 

p 

Standard Roofing Co. et al. vs. M. K. 
& T. Ry. Co. et al.; see Hooker-Hen- 
we Hardware Co. et al. vs. same; p. 

St. Louis-Coulterville Coal Co. vs. Illi- 
nois Central; see Vulcan Coal and 
Mining Co. vs. same; p. 424. 

St. Louis Cotton Exchange vs. M., 
= T. Ry. Co. et al.; case 5990 (32 ¥ 

C., 501-503). Rates on cotton from 
prodiicing points in the state of Okla- 
oma to St. Louis, Mo., not found to 
be unreasonable or unduly discrimina- 
re. Complaint dismissed. Jan. 30, 


Dp. L 

Stone’s Express, Inc., vs. Boston & Maine 
R. R. et al.; case 7244 (33 I. C. C., 
638-644). Upon petition for the es- 
tablishment of through routes and 
joint rates between petitioner’s water 
line and respondents’ rail lines and 
rail-and-water lines; Held, That peti- 
tioner is a common carrier and en- 
titled to participate in such through 
routes and joint rates.’ That, under 
the circumstances of the case, the 
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Boston & Maine R. R. will not be re- 
quired to join with petitioner in 
through routes and joint rates. If 
the other respondents and petitioner 
do not agree upon satisfactory through 
routes, with or without joint rates, an 
order will be entered establishing 
same. May 22, p. 1106. 

Stoppage in transit; withdrawal of 
stopping in transit privileges in con- 
nection with live stock ae: 
an eet and Bergen vs. C. & N. W.; 


p. 56. 

Stoppage in transit; stopping in tran- 
sit privileges at points west of Mis- 
sissippi River; - Hoyt and Bergen 
vs. C. & N. 56. 

Stoppage in transite “in re stoppage in 
transit to complete loading and for 
partial unloading of live stock trans- 
ported from and to points in Western 
Classification territory; see ag and 
Bergen vs. C W. Ry. Co.; p. 56. 

Streever Lumber Co. vs. C., M. & St. 
P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 6679 (34 Lc Cc. 
1-2) Reasonableness of charge of $40 
for feeding, watering and resting a 
carload of horses at Schenectady, N. 
Y., found not to be within the juri- 
“diction of the Commission. Complaint 
dismissed. May 22, p. 1129. 


Sugar Case mileage scale; sugar rates 


from New Orleans and points taking 
Same rates to Ohio River crossings, 
Memphis, St. Louis and intermediate 
points; Fourth Section Applications 
542, 1024, 1530, 3965, 484, 2045, 1952, 
2138, 458, 601, 4297, 4948, 799, 1548, 
2222, 1021 and 2043 (32 I.'C. C., 606- 
610). Mileage scale shown in 31 IL 
C. sag page 510, is modified. Feb. 20, 
ao. 


Switching charges at Milwaukee; I. and 


S. 450 (82 I. C. C., 509-514). Proposed 
increased charges for switching in 
Milwaukee, Wis., found to be justified. 
Order of suspension vacated as of 
Jan. 25, 1915. Jan. 23, p. 159. 


Switching; Baltimore switching charges; 


I. and S. 480 (32 I. C. C., 376-379). 
Proposed increased rates for sWitch- 
ing interstate traffic between points 
on lines of Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
in Baltimore, Md., and between those 
points and adjacent territory, found to 
be justified. Order of suspension va- 
cated. Jan. 2, p. 18. 

cases; Philadelphia Team 
Owners’ Protective Assn. et al. vs. P. 
& R. Ry. Co. et al. (case 6140); N. Y. 
Team Owners’ Assn. et al, vs. N. Y. 
Cc. & H. R. R. R. Co. et al. (case 
6334); Cincinnati Team Owners’ Assn. 
vs. B. & O. R. R. Co. et al.; case 6336 
(32 I. C. C., 387-393). Complainants’ 
contention that defendants’ rules and 
regulations at their terminals in Phil- 
adelphia, New York and Cincinnati in 
regard to the delivery and receipt of 
less-than-carload freight are unrea- 
sonable and unjustly discriminatory 
not sustained. Complaints dismissed. 
Jan. 9, p. 61 


Talcott, Wait, vs. Southern Pacific Co.; 


case 6146 (33 I. C. C., 292-293). Charge 
collected by defendant for the move- 
ment of a special train from Yuma, 
Ariz., to Tucson, Ariz., not within the 
jurisdiction of the Commission. Com- 
plaint dismissed. March 13, p. 549. 


Tampa Board of Trade vs. Alabama & 


Vicksburg Ry. Co. et al.; case 7430 
(33 I. C. C., 457-461). The joint 
through rail- and-water rates on grain 
and grain products, provided in Wash- 
burn’s tariff I. C. C. No. 108, to 
Tampa, Fla., via New Orleans and 
the Gulf & Southern S. S. Co. and via 
Mobile and the Mallory S. S. Co., 
found unjust and unreasonable in so 
far as they exceed the present rail 
rates to the ports by more than 10c 
per 100 pounds. The water-and-rail 
rates via New Orleans to Tampa found 
to exceed the sum of the intermediate 
rates, in violation of the Fourth Sec- 
tion. April 10, p. 773. 


Seumere Supply Co., Ltd., vs. L. & N. 


. Co. et al.; case 6223 (32 I. C. C., 
394-402) (1) Rates on liquid tanning 
extract in tank cars from Knoxville, 
Tenn., te Michigan destinations found 
not to be unreasonable per se or un- 
justly discriminatory as compared 
with rates from Knoxville to points 
in Illinois, Wisconsin, New York, 
Pennsylvania and Ontario. (2) Upon 
the record in the present case the 
rating of fifth class for liquid tanning 
extract in Official Classification not 
found to be unjust. Jan. 9, p. 63. 





Tomatoes; 


Transcontinental freight rates; 











Tap line case; third supplemental re- 


port; I. and S. 11 (34 I. C. C., 116- 
119). Joint rates on hardwood lumber 
from mills located on Louisiana & 
Pine Bluff Ry. at Huttig, Ark., in ex- 
cess of the rates on the same com- 
modity from the station at Huttig 
on the rails of the St. Louis, Iron 
Mountain & Southern Ry. held to be 
unreasonable and discriminatory. Rep- 
aration awarded. June 5, p. 1228. 


Terminal rates; transcontinental com- 


modity rates to San Jose, Santa Clara 
and Marysville, Cal. (I. and S. 405); 
San Jose Chamber of Commerce et al. 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. 
Co. et al.; case 6717 (32 I. C. C., 449- 
457). <As result of the decisions in 
Santa Rosa Traffic Assn. vs. S. P. Co., 
24 1.°C. C., 46, and 29 I. C. C., 65, 
transcontinenta! carriers filed tariffs 
canceling the application of terminal 
commodity rates to San Jose, Santa 
Clara and Marysville, while continuing 
such rates to certain other California 
points. Upon complaint filed before 
the tariffs became effective; Held, (1) 
The filing and serving of a formal 
complaint against proposed increased 
rates does not relieve carriers of the 
burden of proof imposed upon them 
by law. (2) The duty of carriers to 
justify proposed increased rates in- 
cludes the relative reasonableness, as 
well as the reasonableness per se, of 
the rates. (3) The amendment to the 
Fourth Section of the Act to regulate 
commerce prohibiting increases in 
rates reduced to meet water competi- 
tion cannot be applied to the present 
transcontinental commodity rates to 
interior California points for reasons 
stated. (4) When the question of 
freight rates enters into the competi- 
tion of cities and towns in any respect 
whatsoever, whether that competition 
is one for trade, industries, or popula- 
tion, complaints alleging unjust dis- 
crimination bie be entertained by the 
Commission. (5) The proposed with- 
drawal of terminal commodity rates 
to San Jose, Santa Clara and Marys- 
ville, which are not directly reached 
by Atlantic-Pacific ocean lines, while 
continuing such rates to other inte- 
rior California points not directly 
reached by said ocean lines, would 
subject. San Jose, Santa Clara and 
Marysville to unjust discrimination. 
Suspended tariffs found not to have 
been justified. Jan. 9, p. 85. 

rates from Jacksonville to 
Kansas ‘City and other points (I. and 
S. 352); rates from Jacksonville to St. 
Paul and other points (I. and S. 393) 
(33 I. C. C., .145-149). Proposed in- 
creased rates on tomatoes in carloads 
moving under ventilation from Jack- 
sonville and other Florida base points 
to points west of the Mississippi 
Send found to be justified. Feb. 27, 
p. 44 


Transcontinental commodity rates; rates 


on asphaltum, barley, beans. and 
canned goods from Pacific coast points 
to Atlantic ports; Fourth Section Ap- 
plication 9813 (33 I. C. C., 480-486). 
Petitioners authorized to establish 
rate of 40c per 100 pounds on asphal- 
tum, barley, beans and canned goods 
from San Francisco, San Pedro and 
Wilmington, Cal., via lines of South- 
ern Pacific Co. and the Galveston, 
Harrisburg & San Antonio Ry. Co. to 
Galveston, Tex.; thence via steamship 
line to New York, N. Y., Philadelphia, 
Pa., Baltimore, Md., Boston, Mass., 
and Charleston, S. C., while continu- 
ing higher rates from, to and between 
intermediate points. April 24, p. 867. 


com- 
modity rates to Pacific coast terminals 
and intermediate points; in the matter 
of applications for Fourth Section re- 
lief with respect to commodity rates 
from eastern defined territories to Pa- 
cific coast terminals and intermediate 
ene Fourth Section Applications 
, 342, 343, 344, 349, 350, 352 (33 I. C. 

+ a 658). (1) Carriers authorized 
to establish certain carload commod- 
ity rates from Missouri River terri- 
tory to Pacific coast terminals lower 
than to intermediate points, provided 
the rates contemporaneously appli- 
cable on like traffic to intermediate 
points do not exceed T75c per 100 
pounds. (2) Carriers authorized to 
establish certain carload commodity 
rates from‘points in zones 2, 3 and 4 
to Pacific coast terminals lower than 








to intermediate points, provided the 

rates from Missouri River territory 

to intermediate points are not ex- 
ceeded by more than lic, 25c and 35c 

per 100 pounds from ints in zones 2, 

3 and 4, respectively. (3) Carriers 

authorized to establish certain less- 

than-carload commodity rates from 

Missouri River territory to Pacific 

coast terminals lower than to inter- 

mediate points, provided the rates 
contemporaneously applicable on like 
traffic to intermediate points do not 
exceed $1.50 per 100 pounds on articles 
classified as first or second class and 
$1.25 per 100 pounds on articles clas- 
sified as third or lower class in West- 
ern Classification. (4) Carriers au- 
thorized to establish certain less- 
than-carload commodity rates from 
points in zones 2, 3 and 4 to Pacific 
coast terminals lower than to inter- 
mediate points provided the rates to 
intermediate points do not exceed the 
rates contemporaneously applicable 
from the Missouri River territory to 

the same points by more than 25, 40 

and 55 cents per 100 pounds from 

points in zones 2, 3 and 4, respectively. 

(5) Suggestion made that carriers re- 

adjust rates to back-haul points by 

either adding to the full terminal rates 
something less than the full locals 

. from terminals to destination, or by 
the publication of basing rates to the 
terminals less than the terminal rates 
to be used in connection with local 
rates from the terminals in determin- 
ing rates to intermediate points. Feb. 
13, p. 306, and Feb. 20, p. 352. 

Twin City rates; rail-lake-and-rail rates 
to St. Paul; see Minneapolis Civic and 
Commerce Assn. et al. vs. Algoma 
Central & Hudson Bay Ry. Co. et al.; 
case 6512; rail-lake-and-rail rates to 
St. Paul; I & S. 361 (33 I. C. C., 577- 
586). Upon the facts of record it is 
Held, That the proposed 90c scale of 
rates from Trunk Line and: Central 
Freight Association territories to the 
twin cities has not been justified by 
the respondents and that the 28c scale 
of differentials in fhe rates to the twin 
cities over the rates to Duluth is un- 
duly discriminatory as against the 
former; that the present 83c scale of 
rates to the twin cities is not unrea- 
sonable or unlawfully discriminatory 
against those communities nor is the 
2ic scale of differentials over the rates 
to Duluth unduly preferential of that 
port as alleged; that for the future 
any class rates to the twin cities in 
excess of a 21c scale of differentials 
over the rates to Duluth will be un- 
justly discriminatory as against the 
twin cities, and any class rates to the 
latter communities on a scale of dif- 
ferentials lower than 21c, first class, 
will be unduly discriminatory — as 
against Duluth. A _ scale of rates, 
rail-lake-and-rail, from Trunk Line 
and Central Freight Association terri- 
tories to the twin cities based upon a 
rate of 83c first class, prescribed for 
the future. Carriers will be expected 
to bring their commodity rates into 
naeeeny with the class rates. May 1, 
p. 945. 

Virginia-Carolina Stave and Lumber 
Co. vs. Southern Ry. Co. et al. (case 
4794, subs. 1 and 3); see Massie & 
Pierce Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. Ry. 
Co. et al. Feb. 20, p. 376. 


Vulcan Coal and Mining Co. vs. Illinois 
Central R. R. Co. (case 6128); St. 
Louis-Coulterville Coal Co. vs. same 
(case 6128, sub. 1); Groom, Coal Co. 
Vs, same (case 6128, sub. 2) (33 I. C. 
C., 52-75). Complainants request rep- 
aration for damages occasioned by the 
alleged failure of the defendant upon 
reasonable request to furnish cars for 
the shipment of ‘coal from complain- 
ants’ mines; defendant denies the 
Commission’s jurisdiction and argues 
that the question. raised is one for the 
determination of the courts; Held, (1) 
The question as to the extent to which 
defendant failed to comply with the 
duty it’'owed complainants is an_ad- 
ministrative one, of which the Com- 
mission alone can take original juris- 
diction. (2) It is obvious that the ab- 
solute refusal of a carrier to furnish 
a shipper cars would be a violation 
requiring no administrative deter- 
mination and of which the courts 
could take primary jurisdiction. (3) 
Considerations of expediency should 
have no weight in decidin 
or not the Commission should assume 









whether 
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jurisdiction. (4) Reference made to 
cases dealing with the question of 
priority of jurisdiction as between the 
Commission and the courts. (5) The 
assumption of jurisdiction in the pres- 
ent case is not inconsistent with the 
mandamus provisions of Section 23. of 
the Act. (B. & O. R. R. Co. vs. Pit- 
cairn Coal Co., 215 U. S. 481.) (6) 
Defendant is not deprived of its rights 
under the seventh amendment to the 
Constitution. (7) A carrier must do 
more than provide itself with suffi- 
cient equipment for the slack period 
of coal production. (8) A carrier must 
assume the burden of explaining or 
excusing its failure to furnish Cars. 
(9) The question of whether or not 
the car supply was reasonably ade- 
quate at these particular mines and 
the question of the amount of dam- 
ages, if any, left for a subsequent 
hearing. Feb. 27, p. 424. 

Ward Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. Ry Co. 
et al. (case 4794, sub. 4); see Massie 
& Pierce Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. 
et al. Feb. 20, p. 376. 

White, W. N., & Co. vs. Western Union 
Telegraph Co.; case 5130 (33 I. C. C., 
500-502). Defendant’s standard rates 
for the transmission by telegraph of 
messages from New York, N. Y., to 
San Francisco, Cal., and by cable of 
messages from New York to points in 
England, not shown to be unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory. Com- 
plaint dismissed. April 24, p. 874. 

Wilson-Leuthold Lumber Co. et al. vs. 
C., M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; case 
6802 (34 I. C. C.. 146-149). Rate of 200 
per 100 pounds for the transportation 
of lumber in carloads from Spokane, 
Wash., to Butte, Mont., over the 
lines of the Northern Pacific and the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul rail- 
ways, found unreasonable. Reason- 
able maximum rate prescribed for the 
future. June 12, p. 1276. 

Wisconsin & Arkansas Lumber Co, et 
al. vs. St. Louis, Iron Mountain & 
Southern Ry. Co. et al.; case 5394 (33 
I. C. C., 33-51). Complainants, pro- 
ducers of yellow-pine lumber in Ar- 
kansas, ask that the southwestern 
yellow-pine blanket be divided at the 
Arkansas-Louisiana state line, and 
that the northern half be given pro- 
portional rates to certain gateways 
lower than those from the southern 
half; Held, That (1) Neither the exist- 
ing blanket arrangement nor the rates 
are shown to be unreasonable or un- 
justly discriminatory. (2) Blankets 


coexistence with areas of natural re- 


sources are often in the interest of 
the community at large, as they favor 
a wide and uniform distribution of 
necessary commodities. (3) Instances 
of individual hardship cannot on this 
record be remedied because of insuffi- 
cient evidence as to such particular 
situations. Feb. 20, p. 383. 





Decisions of Commission; majority favor 
earriers (Washington Letter); p. 199. 

Delay; what it is; communication from 
John C. Hylander; p. 511. 

Delay in delivery not conversion (Legal 
Dept.); p. 905. 

Delivery; must be made within reason- 
able time (Legal Dept.); p. i 

Delivery, personal, by express companies 
(Legal Dept.); p. 96. 

Delivery, wrong; because of similarity 
of names of destination (Legal Dept.); 


p. 1364. 
Demonstration cars (Help for Traffic 
-Man); p. 740. ; 

Demurrage; U. S. Supreme Court deci- 
sion; see Kansas Mutual Demurrage 
Law; p. 1286. 

Demurrage; Ohio Iron & Metal Co. vs. 
Elgin, Joliet & Eastern Ry. Co.; see 


decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1190. 
areas: information for farmers; DP. 


Demurrage; consignee’s liability for ac- 
cruing prior to acceptance- of goods 
(Legal Dept.); p. 840. 

Demurrage charges; F. J. Lewis Mfg. 
Co. vs. Denver & Rio Grande; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 119. 

Demurrage on damaged shipments (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1159. 

Demurrage on F. O. B. shipments (Legal 
Dept.); p. 327. 

Demurrage and storage; liability of con- 
signor on unclaimed shipments (Legal 
Dept.); p. 841. 

Demurrage and storage (conference rul- 
ing); p. 1240. 





23 





Demurrage and weighing charges; when 


not assessable (Legal Dept.); p. 742. 


Depreciation; communication from T. S. 


Ford; p. 457. 


Depreciation; Commission calls on car- 


riers for accounting; p. 263. 

Des Moines gas case decision of Supreme 
Court; pp. 1319, 1397. 

Directions; failure to deliver on account 
of insufficiency (Legal Dept.); p. 1363. 

Distance rates; based on shortest mile- 
age (Legal Dept.); p. 1081. 

Dixon, George D.; address on scientific 
rate making; p. 806. 

Doremus, Congressman Frank E. (Who’s 
Who); p. 982. 

Duluth & Northern Minnesota; applica- 
tion for injunction against I. C. C. in 
oa and Whyte case, refused; p. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges on 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1298. 

Duplicate shipments, freight charges on 
(Legal Dept.); p. 1251. 

Duplicate shipments, measure of danger 
in (Legal Dept.); p. 741. 

Duval, Eugene; general western agent 
C. M. & St. P. railroad; p. 238. 





EDITORIAL. 
Back haul rates report; p. 1102. 
Brine in tank cars; p. 1270, 
Seememnenitien — decision; p. 1381. 
ummins amendment; . 598, \ 

861, 1269. a ae 
Export rates on foreign trade; p. 1045. 
Foley, T. J., general manager Illinois 

Central; circular on increasing the 

business; p. 109. 
Full crew law figures; p. 421. 

— a9 ammeeed appointment held 

up; p. 45. 

Hall, Seistptnilenae- confirmation of ap- 

pointment; p. 198. 

Influencing the Commission; p. 757. 
Kenyon, Senator; bill to enlarge Com- 

mission; p. 5. 

Lafollette and the commerce court; p. 


253. 

Lafollette; resolution to restrain in- 
crease in freight rates; p. 109. 

i lines divorced from railroads; p. 

ipaeoeg decision in Chicago case; 
Dp. . 

Lumber increases denied; p. 990. 

Maximum carload; p. 149. 

Ohio rate schedule abolished; p. 1102. 

Ohio freight rates; p. 1269, 

Parcel post mismanagement; p. 421. 

Passes in Kansas; pp. 6 and 110. 

Pomerence bill; p. 694. 

Press and the railroads; p. 862. 

Private car line decision; p. 1045. 

— in I. C. C. hearings; pp. 813, 

Railroads and the public; p. 285. 

Rates, unreasonable; p. 598. 

Reconsignment charge; p. 534. 

Regulation and business; p. 477. 

Revenue increases of carriers; p. 149. 

Rivers, Ohio and Mississippi, as factors 
in rate making; p. 989. 

Safety first; p. 1222. 

Special service tariffs; p. 534. 

Spotting charge; p. 197. 

State Commissioners and_ interstate 
rates; pp. 253, 349, 478, 757, 814, 861. 

State ownership of railroads; p. 533. 

Suspended tariff rule; p. 1317. 

Tap line decision; third supplemental 
order; p. 1221. 7 

Traffic development; p. 1173. 

Train-limit propaganda; p. 925. : 

faa car charges; pp. 645, 693. j 

Uniformity of regulation; p. 5. 

Value at place of shipment; p. 989. 

War and transcontinental rates; p. 286. 

Western advance rates; pp. 46, 533, 693. 

Wilson, H. G.; advocates fairness by 
the traffic press; p. 1221. 





Efficiency of freight cars; paper by J. J. 
Moynihan (Short Haul Dept.); p. 1306. 

Electric lines; jurisdiction of Commission; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 932. 

Electric railway, interchange with; Mich- 
igan Central R. R. Co. vs. Michigan 
ey Commission (Supreme Court); 
D. 5 


Electric railways; joint rates with; Chi- 
cago, Ottawa & Peoria Ry. Co. ys. C. 
& N. W. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 942. 

Elkins act; concessions and penalties un- 
der (Legal Dept.); p. 974. 

Embargo hearing; testimony of Arthur 
Hale; p. 165. 


Embargoes; testimony of J. H. Hill in I. 


Cc. C. hearing; p. 911 
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Error in publishing description of car 
(Legal Dept.); p. 29. 

Expense bills of loss and damage; p. 1148. 

Explosives; E. I. Du Pont De Nemours 
Powder Co. vs. Louisville & Nashville 
R. R. Co.; same vs. Lexington & East- 
ern; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 548. 

Explosives; rates on high explosives to 
Grand Trunk Ry. System stations; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 943. 

Explosives in fiber boxes (Help for Traffic 
Man); p. 740. 

Export houses; what they should not do 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 340. 

Export rates and foreign trade (Edi- 
torial); p. 1045. 

Express classification; Commission ap- 
proves changes in rules in Unreported 
Opinion A-980 and issues llth Supple- 
mental Order in Docket 4198 modifying 
order of July 24, 1913; p. 447. ; 

Express companies; governed by limita- 
tion period for filing claims (Legal 
Dept.); p. 267. 

Express figures: July, p. 102; Sept., p. 
138; Nov., p. 577; Dec., p. 777; Jan., p. 
1062; Feb., p. 1282. 

Express operating revenue; argument 
heard on application for permission to 
make changes in method of making up 
rates; p. 1309. 

Express rates; petition of company presi- 
dents for modification of orders reduc- 
ing rates; p. 623. 

Express rates; hearing in advanced rate 
case; p. 1202. 

Express shipments; aggregating weights 
weighing less than 10 pounds each 
(Legal Dept.); p. 267. 

Farm products; concentrating and stor- 
age-in-transit arrangements (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 1260. 

Farris, W. E.; general freight and pas- 
senger agent Buffalo & Susquehanna; 

b; Se. 

Seared route, low rate via (Legal Dept.) ; 
p. 973. ; 

Ferry company rates and fares; Wilming- 
ton Transportation Co. vs. California 
Railroad Commission (Supreme Court 
decision); p. 319. 

Fertilizer; rates on fertilizer material 
from Charleston, S. C.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 210. 

Five per cent case; order of Dec. 29 pre- 
scribing increases in through rates from 
Pittsburgh and other groups to south- 
western territory; p. _28. 

Five per cent case; order of Jan. 8 pre- 
serving percentage system; p. 119. 

Five per cent decision; statement by 
Daniel Willard; p. 25. 

Five per cent decision; statement of Clif- 
ford Thorne; p. 25. 

Five = cent increcse; meaning of Mis- 
sissippi crossings order (Washington 
Letter); p. 47. 

Flour; Kansas-California flour rates; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 363. 

Flour, bran and shorts; Enns Milling Co. 
vs. C., R. Il. & P. et al.; Fourth Section 
Application 1667; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; -p. 1333. 

Foley, T. J.; general manager Illinois 
Central; circular on increasing the 
business (Editorial); p. 109, 

Ford, J. Marion; article on Panama 
Canal and rates to Pacific coast; p. 


265. 

Ford, T. S.; article on national railroad 
organization; p. 1246; article on govern- 
ment ownership of railroads; p. 1371; 
communication on depreciation; p. 457. 

Four months clause; communication from 
S. H. Cooper; p. 185. 

Free service alternatives 
Letter); p. 863. 

Free services; argument heard in Wash- 
ington; p. 1414. 

Free transportation of car with exhibits 
for state agricultural college (Confer- 
ence Ruling); p. 1382. 


Free transportation for shipper; com- 
peteaten from H. L. Hutchens; p. 
1153. 

Freight; carrier may collect from shipper 
(Legal Dept.); p. 795. 

Freight in excess of full carload (Legal 
Dept.); p. 29. 

Freight bill; shipper’s name in; Michigan 
Steel Boat Co. vs. M. C. R. R. Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I, C. C.; p. 259. 

Freight charges; error by carrier’s agent 
no excuse for carrier failing to collect 
(Legal Dept.); p. 462. 

Freight. claims; report of committee of 
ee Industrial Traffic League; p. 

Freight tariff, subject matter of (Help for 
Traffic Man); p. 740. 


(Washington 


Fruit; Goodner-Malone Produce Co. et al. | Gravity conveyors (Short Haul Dept.); p. 


vs. Denver & Rio Grande R. R. Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 71. 

Fruits; Lindsay & Co., Ltd., et al. vs. 
Northern Express Co. et al.;.see de- 
cisions of Il. C. C.; p. 711. 

Fruits and vegetables, shipping of; arti- 
cle by George Lafbury (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1305. 

Fruits and vegetables; Lindsay & Co., 
Ltd., et al. vs. Northern Pacific ky. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 487. 

Full crew law (Editorial); p. 421. 

Fuil crew law; argument of George S. 
Patterson; p. 805. 

Furnishing ot cars by carrier; U. S. Su- 
preme Court decision in case of Illi- 
nois Central vs. Mulberry Hil! Coal Co.; 
p. 1401. 

Furniture; Furniture Mfgrs.’ Assn. of 
Grand Rapids vs. Ann Arbor et al.; 
Rockford Mfgrs.’ & Shippers’ Assn. vs. 
A, T. & S. F. et al; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; pv. 1886. 

Gaddess, E. L.; special examiner of the 
% G& 'C.3 @ 2506. 

Gee, Harry; general manager, foreign de- 
partment, American Express Co.; p. 799. 

General Electric Co. spotting case de- 
cision; p. 1103. 

Georgia decision affirmed; Wadleigh 
Southern vs. Georgia Railroad Commis- 
sion (Supreme Court Decision); p. 133. 

Gillispie, R. V.; article on refrigerator 
traffic; p. 227. 

Glasgow, Wm. A., Jr.; advocates rates 
based on operating expense; p. 849. 

Government as a shipper (Washington 
Letter); p. 7. 

Government ownership of railroads; arti- 
cle by T. S. Ford; p, 1371. 

Grain; Meech & Stoddard, Inc., vs. Grand 
Trunk Ry. Co. of Canada et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C, C.; p. 1140. 

Grain; Board of Trade of Kansas City vs. 
Cc., M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; Fourth 
Section Applications 2045, 3786, 4151, 

218, 4219, 4220, 4326; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1686. 

Grain, cars for loading; National Council 
ot Farmers’ Co-operative Associations 
vs. C., B. & Q. et al.; see decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1185. 

Grain; Dewey Bros. Co. vs. P., C., C. & 
St. L. Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
LC. C.; p. 1230. 

Grain; Fourth Section Applications .601, 
2043, 2045; rates on grain and products 
from Omaha, St Louis and Ohio River 
crossings and related points to Jackson 
and Meridian, Miss.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 1003, 

Grain; proportional rates on grain prod- 
ucts from Omaha and other points to 
destinations south of Ohio River; see 
decisions of I. C. G.; p. 1006. 

Grain; rates on grain and products from 
Topeka, Kansas City and other points 
to Dubuque and other points; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1051. 

Grain; rates on grain and ES products 
to stations in Kansas, Oklahoma and 
ne states; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
D. i 

Grain; rates from Milwaukee to New 
York via Manitowoc across lake; reship- 
ping rates from Milwaukee to New York 
and other points via Chicago; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 716. 

Grain; rates on grain and grain products 
between stations in Oklahoma and sta- 
tions in Kansas and other states; see 
decisions of I, C. C.; p. 771. 

Grain; Tampa Board of Trade vs. Ala- 
bama & Vicksburg Ry. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 773. 

Grain; grain and Hay Exchange of Pitts- 
burgh vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al.; tran- 
sit privileges on grain products at 
Eeenens see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
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Grain; Kansas City, Board of Trade of, 
vs. St. Louis & San Francisco R. R. 
Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


48. 

Grain; reshipping rates on grain from 
Omaha; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 291. 

Grain; Omaha Grain Exchange vs. C. & 
A. R. R. Co. et Bl.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 293. 

Grain transit charges; Mixed Car Dealers’ 
Assn. vs. D., L. & W. et al.; Husted 
Milling Co. vs. N. Y. C. & St. L.; H-O 
Co. vs. L. S. & M. S. et al.; Buffalo 
Cereal Co. vs. same; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 482. 

Grapes in baskets; Blackburn-Warden Co. 
et al. vs. Illinois Central et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1184. 

Graves, I. L.; general freight agent 
Southern Ry. at Knoxville; p, 98. 


1089. 

Gregory, T. W., attorney general; opinion 
7. Section 11 of Panama Canal Act; p. 
1086. 

Greene, James E.; communication on 
Cummins amengement; P. 792. 

Hackett, Charles P., tra manager U. S. 
Radiator Corporation; p. 584. 

Haid, Edward A., assistant general at- 
torney St. Louis Southwestern Ry. Co.; 
Pp. 1372. ‘ 

Hall, Commissioner (Who's 
Who); p. 275. 

Hall, Commissioner; confirmation of reap- 
pointment; p. 222; (Editorial); p. 198; 
(Washington Letter); 199. 

Hall, Commissioner; appointment held up 
(Editorial); p. 45; (Washington Letter); 
p. 47. 

Hail, G. Roy; communication on lake and 
rail divorce; p. 1293. 

Hamblen, F. G.; traffic manager Kansas 
City and Memphis Ry. Co. at Rogers, 
Ark.; p. 34. 

Hamilton, J. K.; paper on Industrial Traf- 
fic Manager and His Duties (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 35. % 

Harlan, James S. (Who’s Who); p. 515. 

Hartman, M. S.; communication in de- 
fense of Nebraska; p. 

Hashagen, J. D.; communication on 
American Traffic Policy; p, 265; com- 
munication on National Marine League, 
p. 405; communication on navigation 
laws, p. 458; communication on value 
of co-operation, p. 620; communication 
on steamship service needed for New 
apenas p. 1245; merchant marine, p. 
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Hay; rates to Chicago; see decisions of 
1... &.s wm. 1s. 

Hazeltine, H. W.; communication on 
collection of undercharges; p. 100. 


Hearings before examiners—their duties 
— rights of parties (Legal Dept.); p. 


Heater cars; loss of business for com- 
= furnishing them for potatoes; p. 


HELP FOR THE TRAFFIC MAN. 
Analogy; rating by; p. 915. 
Back haul; charges for; p. 801. 
Beer carriers, empty; p. 1211. 
Bills of lading; p. 1035. 
Blocking, allowance for; p. 1263. 
Box shooks, minimum on; p. 1263. 
Cabinets, filing, rates on; p. 1370. 
Claims; time for filing; p. 1304. 
Classification of paintings; p. 1423. 
Commodity rate does not apply on ship- 
ment of lamps; p. 1369. 
Complete article; rating on; p. 1212. 
Cummins’ amendment; changes made in 
bills of lading; p. 1303. 
Delayed shipment; damages for; p. 1263. 
Demonstration cars; p. 740. 
Demurrage; necessity’ for; p. 843. 
Demurrage; difference between demur- 
rage allowance and allowance for ex- 
pense of demurrage; p. 972. 
Explosives in fiber boxes; p. 740. 
Export rates; p. 801. 
Export rates; application of; p. 1370. 
Fiber cases with wood ends; p. 1085. 
Final; meaning of the word; p. 971. 
“a matter, subject matter of; p. 
Import rates; p. 801. 
Insulated car; charge for; p. 1163. 
Insulated cars. charge for; p. 1303. 
Laths, classification of; p. 972. 
Liquors, minimum on; p. 1163. 
Logs in Indiana; minimum on; p. 1263. 
Mississippi River rates; p. 740. 
Overcharge on grain; p. 1423. 
Part lot shipments; p. 1035. 
Peanuts, Virginia, rates on; p. 1211. 
7 broken in transit; value of; p. 


03. 
Rates; basis for under certain condi- 
tions; p. 916. ‘i 
a intermediate and through; p. 


Rates, through and local; p. 1423. 

Reconsignment and diversion; p. 1740. 

Refrigeration cars; p. 740. 

Reshipment of identical goods; p. 1369. 

Routing of shipments; p. 1212. 

Scrap iron; shipment of old machin- 
ery, etc., as scrap; p. 1085. 

Shipment via cheapest route; p. 1211. 

Station without agent; shipment to; 
Pp. 1303. 

Storage charges; p. 848. 

Storage in transit of potatoes; p. 1423. 

sreveee. when freight is sent to; p. 

Suspensions, procedure in asking for; 
p. 971. 
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Trap car service; p. 1035. 
Trunks not boxed; p. 1370. 
Weights, estimated; Pp. 1085. 


Hempstead, O. G.; communication on 
print paper rates; p. 1293. 

Hendersgn, T. M.; communication on 
Cummins amendment; p. 791. 

Hides and Pelts; Crowders Brothers et al. 
vs. Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe et 
al.; rates on .hides ae Oklahoma 
points; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 10. 

Hill, J. H., testimony in I, ‘Cc. Cc. hearing 
on embargoes; p. 911. 

Holidays, national; effective in states 
only ce local laws (Legal Dept.); 


p. 179. 

Hope, William C.; president Traffic Club 
of New York; p. 139. 

Hours of service; statement by I. C. C. 
as to Pennsylvania cases; p. 339. 

Hutchens, H. L.; communication on free 
transportation for the shipper;. p. 1153. 

Hylander, John C.; communication on 
“What Is Delay?’ p. 511. 

Ice cream and containers; ‘National Asso- 

ciation of Ice Cream Manufacturers vs. 
Adams Express Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 715. 

Illinois coal cases; Auburn & Alton Coal 
Co. et al. vs. A. T. & et al.; 
Illinois-St. Louis Coal Rates; Lumaghi 
Coal Co. et al. vs. B. & O. S. WwW. et al.; 
Business Men’s League of St. Louis vs. 
same; Pulitzer Publishing Co. vs. same; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 295. 

Import rate limitations; National Dock & 
Storage Warehouse Co. vs. Boston & 
Albany R. R. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 652. 

Indemnity; from claimants unable to pro- 
duce bill of lading (Legal Dept.); p. 796. 

Industrial railway argument; p. 396. 

Industrial railways; end of fight in sight; 
Commission permits resumption of cer- 
= through routes and joint rates; p. 

Industrial Track Delivery; shipment for, 
to consignee not owner of track (Legal 
Dept).; p. 133. 

Influencing the Commission; address by 
Luther M. Walter; p. 403. 

mar the Commission (Editorial) ; 
Dd 

Injured goods; duty of consignee to re- 
ceive (Legal Dept.); p. 1029. 

— of shipments by carriers; p. 

Interstate rates in Louisiana; see deci- 
sions of I. C. C.; p. 1009. 

Iowa Railroad Commissioners vs. Atchi- 
son et al.; supplemental order; p. 104. 

Iron; California Corrugated Culvert Co. 
vs. Alabama Great Southern R. R. Co. 
et al.; Security Vault & Metal Works 
and Coast et & Flume Co. vs. C. 
B. & Q. . Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C, Cc; 7 770. 

Iron; Delphos Mfg. Co. vs. Pennsylvania 
Ce.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 714. 

Iron, scrap; rates from New Orleans and 
other points to Ohio river crossings 
and other destinations; see decisions of 
IC. C.3 p. 1113. 

Tron ore; Newport Mining Co. vs. C. & N. 
W.; American- Boston Mining Co. et al. 
vs. M. St. P. & S. S. Marie Ry. Co.; 
same vs. C. & N. W.; same vs. D. S. 
S. & A.; same vs. C. M. & St. P.; 
a McKinney & Co.- vs. M. St. 
P.& S. Marie; same vs. C. & N. W.; 
Hayes Mining Co. vs. C. & N. W.: : see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1108. 

Iron. ore rates; data to be furnished by 
Feb. 28; p. 226. 

Iron ore; Leon E. Lum vs. Great North- 
ern; in re rates, practices, rules and 
regulations governing transportation of 
= ore; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 


James, Francis B.; brief in matter of the 
Cummins amendment; p. 1069. 

Jennings, Thomas L.; rate clerk of Ala- 
bama commission; p. 332. 

Jepson, E. C.; paper on handling of rail-+ 
road claims; p. 231. 

Kanawha resolution; hearings of com- 
mission; p. 459 

Kansas Mutual Demurrage Law; A. T. & 
S. F. Ry. Co., plaintiff in error, vs. J. 
B. — (Supreme Court decision); 
p. 

Kansas City stock yards case (Washing- 
ton Letter); p. 423. 

Kansas City stock yards case; A. T. & S. 
F. Ry. Co. et al. vs. Kansas City Stock 
a Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Kealhofer, H. S.; discusses war tax on 
freight; p. 27. 

Kentucky . commission aoneaeee (Su- 

preme Court decision); p. 





Kenyon bill; provisions of; 24. 

Kenyon, Senator; bill to enlarge Com- 
mission (Editorial); p. 

Lafbury, George; article “on shipping 
fruits and vegetables; p. 1305. 

La Follette and the Commerce Court 
(Editorial); p. 253. 

La Follette; resolution to restrain in- 
crease in freight rates en p. 
109; (Washington Letter), p. 111. 

Lake and rail divorce; communication 
from G. Roy Hall; p. 1293. 

Lake and rail routes*available in rout- 
ing shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 517. 

Lake lines divorced from railroads (Edi- 
torial); p. 1101. 

Larger car furnished than ordered (Legal 
Dept.); p. 840. 

Leased wire argument; p. 1256. 


LEGAL DEPARTMENT. 


Acceptance; when carrier is deemed to 
have accepted goods for transporta- 
tion; p. 906. 

Bill % lading; conflicting statements in; 
Pp. 

Biut of lading; delivery without requir- 
ing surrender; p. 95. 

Bill of lading containing wrong address; 


p. 179. 

Bill of lading; prepaid stipulation not 
conclusive; p. 461. 

amy Se &, shipment billed as c. 1; 
p. 517. 

Box cars; articles too long for; p. 133. 

Canadian shipments; application of Offi- 
cial Classification to; p. 975. 

Capacity; furnishing car of sufficient ca- 
pacity to move over connecting lines; 
Pp. 

Car doors; shipper required to close 
after loading; p. 1082. 

Comes, connecting; actions against; p. 


Coie: time within which to file; p. 
Claims; reasonable time for filing; p. 
Claims; time within which to file; p. 


Claims, for shipments lost in part; time 
to file; p. 1030. 

Claims; manner of filing; p. 796. 

Claims: method of filing; p. 517. 

Claims for damages; must be based on 
lawful rate in effect; p. 408. 

Claims; time within which to file against 
express companies; p. 407. 

Claims; effect on of destruction of rec- 
ords; p. 407. 

Claims; adjustment on point of origin 
weights; p. 267. 

Claims; time for filing not extended by 
return of shipment; p. 328. 

Claims; ae claims for damages 
— undercharges for freight; p. 

a: time within which to file; p. 


Claims; time within which to file; p. 30. 

Combination; lowest lawful rate; p. 974. 

eo: lowest is lawful rate; p. 

Company materials; transportation of on 
division through route; p. 633. 

Conversion; shipment lost not ordinarily 
considered so; p. 

Damages, measure of, on shipment for 
future delivery; p. 1417, 

Damages; measure of to shipment F. 
O. B. destination; p. 1418. 

Damages, measure of, on shipments 
freight charges prepaid; p. 1206. 

Damage in transit; rates on outbound 
shipment; p. 1160. 

Damages; carriers liable for natural se- 
quence of breach; P. 840. 

Damage, measure of, ' for loss of goods; 
p. 461. 

Damages for wrongful delivery; p. 328. 

Delay in delivery not conversion; p. 905. 

Delivery; must be made within reason- 
able time; p. 795. 

Delivery, wrong; because of similarity 
of names of destination; p. 1364. 

Delivery, personal, by express com- 
panies; p. 96. 

Demurrage and storage; oe s lia- 
bility on unclaimed shipments; 841. 
Demurrage on damaged elma: p. 

1159. 


Demurrage; consignee’s liability prior to 
acceptance of goods; p. 840. 

Demurrage and weighing; when not as- 
sessable; p. 742. 

Demurrage on F. O. B. shipments; p. 
3 


27. 
Directions; failure to deliver because of 
insufficiency; p. 1363. 
Distance rates; based on shortest mile- 
age; p. 1081. 








~~  cwesimatenine measure of danger 
n; p. 
Dente shipments, freight charges on; 


Pp. 

Duplicate shipments; express charges 
on; p. 1298, 

Elkins act; 
under; p. 

oe publishing description of car; 
Dp 

Express companies; governed by limita- 
tion period for filing claims; p. 266. 

Express shipments; aggregating weights 
weighing less than 10 pounds each; p. 


concessions and penalties 


Favored route, low rate via; 973. 
Freight; carrier may collect ea ship- 
per; p. 795. 


Freight charges; error by carrier’s 
agent no excuse for carrier failing to 
collect; p. 462. 

Freight in excess of full carload; 29. 

Hearings before examiners—their Bxckes 
and rights of parties; p. 461. 

Holidays, national; effective in states 
only through local laws; p. 179. 

Indemnity; from claimant abies to pro- 
duce bill of lading; p. 796. 

Industrial track delivery; shipment for, 
consignee not owner of track; p. 133. 

Injured goods; duty of consignee to re- 
ceive; p. 1029. 

Lake and rail routes available for rout- 
ing shipments; p. 

a car furnished than ordered; Dp. 


L. C. L. shipment billed as C. L.; 180. 

Liability of carrier released by bdivery 
to consignee; p 

Liability of carriers in delayed ship- 
ments to prepaid stations; p. 841. 

Liability of connecting carrier for initia] 
carrier’s negligence; p. 905. 

Liability of carrier; limitation of by re- 
cent legislation; p. 1029. 

Liability; delivering carrier not ordi- 
narily liable for negligence of succeed- 
ing carrier; p. 1159. 

Liability of consignor for freight dis- 
charged by action of carrier; p. Ler 

Liability; consignee prima facie; 1417. 

Liquor; state regulations affecting in- 
terstate shipments; p. 30. 

Loss by flood; carrier not liable; p. 580. 

Loss from unskillful packing; p. 906. 

Loss; party responsible for; p. 1029. 

l- serena, freight charges on; p. 


Minimum weight; furnishing cars not 
conditioned to carry; p. 96. 

— delay resulting from; p. 
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Misstatement of rate; carrier not liable 
for; p. 1297. 

Misrouting on account of wrong ad- 
dress; p. 268, . 

Order consignment to non-agency sta- 
tion; p. 1159. 

Overcharges; law governing claims for; 
Dp. 

Ownership in transit of shipment con- 
signed to order; p A 

Private cars; Commtesion has no juris- 
diction over delay in delivery; p. 581. 

Proof of claims for loss; p. 133. 

Proportion; inland proportion of through 
rate on foreign commerce; p. 682. 

Published rate; governs until changed 
by Commission; p. 1252. 

Receipts as evidence; p. 633. 

Refund on lost ay ments; p. 1205. 

Reparation = ong and short haul 
clause; p. 129 

Reparation; caheiieete respecting rate 
subsequently reduced; p. 1252. 

Reshipment of freight ‘consigned to lo- 
eal point; p. 1297. 

Revenue stamps; affixing to bills of lad- 
ing; p. 179. 

Revenue stamps on bills of lading; p. 
1252. 

Reweighing; no charge when error ex- 
ceeds 500 pounds; p. 581. 

Routing; shipper’s instructions; p. 95. 

Routing; shipper not bound by unau- 
thorized routing at higher rate; p. 682. 

Sale < property intrusted to carriers; 
Pp. 63 

Scrap steel, 1. c. 1.; 
p. 408. 

Shipper’s load and count stipulation; p. 
134. 


not properly marked; 


Specific routing; duty of carrier in ab- 
sence of; p. 973. 

— tax on baggage checks, ete.; ; DP. 

Stoppage in transitu; p. 741. 

Storage charges; right to assess after 
notice of diversion; p. 267. 

Storage, charges incidental to; p. 462. 

— charges, absorption of; p. 
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Taxation by state of cars in interstate 
commerce; p. 1251. 

Terminal delivery; instructions concern- 
ing without specifying intermediate 
routing; p. 233. 

Through route, what is it?; p. 905. 

Uniform bill of lading; special contract 
concerning loss not binding on carrier; 


p. 233. 

Uniform bill of lading; action for con- 
vers" or replevin not governed by; 
Pp. ° 

Valuation, declared, conclusive in loss 
or damage claims; p. 682. 

War tax; bonds indemnifying railroads 
2, eee claims require no stamps; p. 


Warehouseman; when a carrier becomes 
one; p. 233. 

Weight on coal; ascertained by con- 
signee at delivery point; p. 407. 

Weights at point of origin not always 
controlling; p. 1082. 


L. C. L. shipment billed as C. L. (Legal 
Dept.); p. 180. 

Liability; consignee prima facie (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1417. 7 
Liability of express company; Supreme 
Court decision in Wells, Fargo & Co. 

vs. D. W. Ford; p. 1409. 

Liability of carriers when marks on pack- 
seein not agree with shipping tickets; 

Liability; delivering carrier not ordinarily 
liable for negligence of succeeding car- 
rier (Legal Dept.); p. 1159. 

Liability of consignor for freight dis- 
charged by action of carrier (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1205. 

Liability of carrier; limitation by recent 
legislation (Legal Dept.); p. 1029. 

Liability of carriers in delayed shipment 
$1 prepaid stations (Legal Dept.); p. 


Liability of connecting carrier for initial 
cerrier’s negligence (Legal Dept.); p. 

Liability of carrier released by delivery 
to consignee (Legal Dept.); p. 29. 

Lighterage; argument on New York 
tariffs; p. 1155. 

Lighterage; decision in Chicago case 
(Editorial); p. 1317; rates to or from 
certain points in Chicago switching 
Sasrict; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lime, cement and plaster; mixed carload 
shipments from interstate to Arkansas 
points; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1272. 

Lincoln, James C.; manager traffic bu- 
reau Merchants’ Assn. of New York 
(Who’s Who); p. 1241. 


Lindbugh, Congressman; proposes gov- 
ernment loans to carriers (Washington 
Letter); p. 47. 

Liquor; state regulations affecting inter- 
state shipments (Legal Dept.); p. 30. 
Liquor shipments; Supreme Court de- 
cision in Adams Express Co. vs. Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky; p. 1405. 
Live stock; American National Live 
Stock Association et al. vs. Southern 
Pacific Co. et al.; see decisions of I. 

cS c:2 &, 

Live Stock” American National Live 
Stock Association et al. vs. Southern 
vaca et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. > 

Live stock rates; method of making un- 
der Cummins amendment; p. 1199. 

Loading heavier; article by L. B. Cop- 
page (Short Haul Dept.); p. 340. 

Lockwood, W. P.; president Transporta- 
tion Club of Seattle; p. 188. 

Logs; Boise Lumber Co., Ltd., vs. Pa- 
cific & Idaho Northern Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 439. 

Logs; rates from Stuttgart, Ark., and 
other points to Memphis; see decisions 
oft, ¢; cu: te See. 

Logs and staves; rates on logs, rough 
staves and stave bolts, manufactured 
in transit at Alexandria and other sta- 
tions in La.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1325. 

Long or bulky articles; in re minimum 
charges on articles too long or too 
bulky to be loaded through side doors 
of oan cars; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. : 

Lae, ory responsible for (Legal Dept.); 
Pp. 9. 

Loss and damage saving; by St. Louis 
freight claim department of M., K. & T. 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 852. 

Loss and damage to freight; history of 
campaign against it started by’ General 
‘Managers’ Association of the South- 
east; p. 161. 

Loss and damage; see South Carolina law 

invalid; p. 1287. 
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Loss and damage to freight; articles by 
D. B. Daley (Short Haul Dept.); p. 243. 

Loss by flood; carrier not liable (Legal 
Dept.); p. 580. 

Loss from _unskillful 
Dept.); p. 906. 

Lost shipments, freight charges on (Legal 
Dept.); p. 1251. 

Lost part rule; Larkin Co. vs. Erie & 
Western Transportation Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1233. 

Louisiana switching statute held valid by 
U. S. Supreme Court; p. 318. 

Louisville & Nashville investigation; re- 
port to senate by I. C. C.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 491. 

Louisville & Nashville refusal to give up 
correspondence to I. C. C. sustained by 
U. S. Supreme Court; p. 499. 

Lumber; rates from points in Arkansas 
and other states to Sioux City; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1197. 

Lumber; see Tap line case; p. 1228. 

Lumber; Snow Lumber Co. vs. Raleigh, 
Charlotte & Southern Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 993. 

Lumber; Wilson-Leuthold Lumber Co. et 
al. vs. C., M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1276 

Lumber, reconsignment of; 
Parker vs. L. & N. R.-R. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 996. 

Lumber; lumber transit privileges at 
Buffalo; Buffalo Lumber Exchange and 
Buffalo Chamber of Commerce vs. Ala- 
bama Central Ry. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 998. 

Lumber; Massie & Pierce Lumber Co. et 
al. vs. N. & W. et al.; Virginia-Caro- 
lina Stave & Lumber Co. et al. vs. 
Southern Ry.; Massie & Pierce Lumber 
Co. et al. vs. Virginian Ry. Co. et al.; 
Virginia-Carolina Stave & Lumber Co. 
et al. vs. Southern Ry. et al.; Ward 
Lumber Co. vs. N. & W. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 376. 

Lumber; yellow pine rates; Wisconsin & 
Arkansas Lumber Co. et al. vs. St. 
Louis, Iron Mountain & Southern et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 383. 

Lumber, demurrage on; Pine Belt Lum- 
ber Co. vs. Gulf & Ship Island R. R. 
Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 443. 

Lumber; rates from Helena, Ark., and 
other points to Omaha, Des Moines and 
other destinations; see decisions of I. 
©. 'C.: wm BE. 

Lumber; rates to Cc. F. A. and trunk line 
en see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
64 


Lumber; Northern Pine Mfgrs.’ Assn. et 
al. vs. C. & N. W. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 700. 

Lumber conference; harmony meeting of 
railroads and shippers; p. 839. 

Lumber, minimum weight; Funck Lum- 
ber Co. vs. B. & O. S. W. R. R. Co. et 
al.; see decisions of I; C. C.; p. 877. 

Lumber reconsignment; Doran & Co. vs. 
N., Cc. & St. L. Ry. et al.; see decisions 
ei. c. &:.p S70. 

Lumber; Lumbermen’s Assn. of New Or- 
leans vs. Morgan’s Louisiana & Texas 
R. R. & S. S. Co.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p.. 939. 

Lumber; floods and changed routing; Fred 
S. Morse Lumber Co. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
_ et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Lumber; case of Darnell-Taenzer Lumber 
Co. vs. Southern Pacific decided by Ohio 
Federal Court; p. 963. 

Lumber; Bellgrade Lumber Co. et al. -vs. 
Illinois Central et al.; Anderson-Tully 
Co. et al. vs. same; see decisions of I. 
cS <i: mp OF. 

Lumber; rates on lumber and other forest 
products from points in Arkansas and 
other states to points in Iowa, Minne- 
sota and other states; see decisions of 
L c. ©. pw Bas. 

Lumber; rates on lumber from Anoka, 
Minn., and other points to stations in 
South and North Dakota; see decisions 
“i ¢..¢; 9. ies. 

Lumber: free reconsignment of; brief in 
Powell-Myers case; p. 189. 

Lumber; northbound rates on hardwood 
from the southwest; in re investigation 
and suspension of advances by carriers 
on hardwood and other kinds of lumber, 
etc., from points in Arkansas, Louisiana 
and other points to Memphis, St. Louis 
and other points; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 203. 

Maegley, F. C.; address on _ recording 
weights and calling every weight by its 
right name; p. 525. 

Manufacturers’ Railway case; effective 
date postponed to April 1; p. 240. 

Marine League; communication from J. 

D. Hashagen; p. 405. 


packing (Legal 
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Maximum carload (Editorial) ‘nthe 149. 
e; 


Maximum carload; by E. Sutc p. 266. 

McCain, C. C.; chairman Trunk Line As- 
sociation; correction as to five per cent 
order; p. 185. 

McChord, Charles C.; becomes chairman 
of I. C. C.; p. 621. 

McGinty, George B.; secretary of Inter- 
state Commerce Commission (Who’s 
Who); p. 1201. 

Meeker case decision (Washington Let- 
ter); p. 423. 

Meeker case decision, U. S. Supreme 
Court; Henry E. Meeker vs. Lehigh 
Valley Railroad Co.; p. 450. 

Merchant Marine; communication from 
J. D. Hashagen; p. 26. 

Merki, George; chief inspector, joint rate 
and inspection bureau, Central Freight 
Association; p. 1421. 

Meyer, Commissioner Balthasar H. 
(Who’s Who); p. 578. 

Mileage book cover rule; Otto Jaeger vs. 
Ann Arbor R. R. .Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1141. 

Minimum weight; furnishing cars not 
nes to carry (Legal Dept.); p. 

Minneapolis switching case; decision of 
Minnesota Commission; p. 140. 

Minnesota Commission reversed by U. S. 
Supreme Court; Great Northern track 
scale case; p. 1403. 


MINOR COMMISSION ORDERS. 


American National Tin Stock Assn. and 
Corporation Commission of Arizona 
vs. Southern Pacific et al.; order in 
case 4877 modified; p. 406. 

American National Tire Stock Assn. et 
al. vs. Souhtern Pacific et al. (case 
6559); rehearing denied; p. 503 

American Naval Stores Co. vs. L. & N.; 
case 6537; A. Ae Van Voorhies & Co. 
vs. C. M. & St. P.; case 6165; repara- 
tion ordered; p. 1154. 

Anheuser Busch Brewing Ass’n_ vs. 
a et al.; payment of reparation; 
Pp. 1202, 

Becker, Charles, as Wisconsin Coal Co., 
vs. Pere Marquette et al, and El- 
more Benjamin Coal Co. vs. same; 
— 5650 and Sub. 1, reopened; p. 

Beerum, Harold, vs. Indiana Harbor 
Belt; case 4921; reparation awarded; 
p. 1264, 

Berries, minimum weights on; I. and 
S. 457; order vacated; p. 808. 

Berry Lumber & Stave Co. vs. L. & N. 
et al.; case 5981; payment of repara- 
tion; p. 1372. 

Blake, C. G., Co. vs. Minneapolis, St. 
Paul & Sault Ste. Marie; case 5855; 
rehearing denied; p. 470. 

Boat line contest; Southern Pacific, 
docket 6605, continues in operation of 
Pacific Mail; p. 968. 

Brush Creek Mining & Mfg. Co. vs. L. 
& N. et al.; order reopening 6492 an- 
nulled; p. 695. 

Buckwheat and corn flour; I. & S. 402 
reopened; p. 1369. 

California Corrugated Culvert Co. vs. 
Alabama Great Southern and Security 
Vault and Metal Works et al. vs. C. 
B. & Q. (cases 6493 and 6493, Sub. 1); 
reopened by Commission; p. 1068. 

Cases 6111, 7252, 7594 and 7520 dis- 
missed; p. 332. 

Chapman and Dewey Lumber Co. vs. 
St. L. & S. F. R. R. Co. et al.; case 
6784; order authorizing payment; p. 
1372. 

Cherokee Lumber Co. vs. Atlantic Coast 
Line et al.; case 4718; reopened for 
future hearing on certain points; p. 
1367. 

Cherokee Lumber Co. vs. A. C. L.; case 
ba ordered reopened in part; p. 
1154. 


Citrus fruit; reparation orders issued in 


case 5757 and Sub. 1; p. 1296. 

Commodity rates to Middlesboro, Ky., 
ete.; I. and S. 478; order vacated; p. 
1304. 

Cotton sweepings and other articles, 
rates on, from stations in North Caro- 
lina and other states to La Grange, 
Ga.; I. and S. 577; order of Jan. 8 
vacated; p. 1068. 

Crutchfield, Woolfolk & Clare et al. vs. 
Florida East Coast, etc.; case 5041; 
reopened; p. 752. 

Cullman Commercial Club vs. L. & N.; 
ease 6938; effective date postponed to 
Oct. 1.; p. 1270. 

Davis Bros. Lumber Co. vs. C. R. L. & 

P.; case 3878; reopened; p. 808. 
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Duncan, W. S., & Co. et al. vs. N. C. 
a L. Ry, "Co. et al.; ; case 1698; p. 
1080. 

Du Pont, E. I, de Nemours Powder Co. 
vs. Wabash; case 6415; modification of 
order denied; p. 1367. 

Express; 14th supplemental order in 
case 4198 concerning express blocks; 
p. 1370. 

Express classification; Commission is- 
sues 11th supplemental order in dock- 
et 4198 modifying order of July 24, 
1913; p. 447. 

Express rate case; 
order issued; p. 6 

Food choppers, Classification of; sus- 
pension order in I, and S, 591 vacated; 


p. 1372, 
- and S. 455; 


18th supplemental 


Fruits and vegetables; 
rehearing denied; p. 
Goodner-Malone Co. vs. Midland Valley; 
case 6076; reparation ordered; p. 1154. 
Grain. cases (7106 and 6913) dismissed: 

p 

Grain, export; I. and S. 511; orders va- 
cated; p. 1296. 

Grain; orders vacated in I, and S. 531; 
p. 1086. 

Grain; rates between stations in Ok- 
lahoma and Kansas and other states; 
I. and S. 471; order amended; p. 1244. 

Grain; rates from Chicago to Hastern 
seaboard points and between other 
points as involved in certain C. B. 
& Q. tariffs; I. and S. 556; order va- 
cated and matter transferred to I. and 
S. 555; p. 1290. 

Grain; switching charges to Omaha; I. 
and S. 532; orders vacated; p. 1296. 
Grain; I. and S. 556; tariffs transferred 

to I. and S. 555; p. 1369. 

Harris Lumber Co. vs. St. Louis South- 
western et al. (case 3658); rehearing 
denied; p. 514. 

Hobbs Hardware Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. 
Ry. Co. et al.;-permissive order to 
cover claims for refunds under de- 
cision of June 3, 1918; p. 1210. 

Hormel, Geo. A., & Co. vs. C. M. & St. 
P. et al.; case 4817; .payment of re- 
paration approved; p. 950. 

Iowa, state of, et al. vs. C. St. P. M. & 
O. et al. (case 3464) and same vs, N. 
Y. Cc. & H. R. et al. (case 3465); re- 
aa for argument on briefs; p. 
1223. 

Iowa Railroad Commissioners vs, Ari- 
zona Eastern R. R. Co. et al.; case 
5241 reopened; p. 848. 

Isbell-Brown Co.; payment on account 
of excessive charges ordered in docket 
6365; p. 1154, 

Kansas-California Flour Rates; I. and 
S. 238; order of Feb. 9, 1914, vacated; 
p. 1011. 

Lamb-Davis Lumber Co.; case 5716; 
reparation ordered; p. 1154. 

Lamb-Davis Lumber Co. vs. Great 
as hy et al.; case 5716; reopened; 
p. 1262 

Lebanon Commercial Club vs. LL & N.; 
case 4678 reopened; p. 834. 

Lindsay & Co., Ltd., et al. vs. Northern 
Pacific et al:; case 6151; reopened for 
further hearing; p. 1367. 

Live stock, etc; Commission issues 
reparation orders in case Nos. 4262 
and 4004, 

Lumber; I. and S. 299; order of April 16 
gives St. Louis and Southwestern per- 
mission to increase joint through 
rates; p. 915. 

Martin, D. B., Co. vs. P. R. R. Co.; case 
7260; dismissed; p. 638. 

Mc Alister Fue! Co. vs. M. K. & T.: 
case 6881; reparation ordered; p. 1154, 

Merchants’ and Manufacturers’ Assn. 
et al. vs. Pennsylvania R. R. et al.; 
order in case 4041 modified to become 
effective March 15; p. 416. 

Minimum charge return stations in 
Kansas, Oklahoma and other states; 
I. and S. 566; orders of Dec. 14, 1914, 
and March 30, 1915, vacated; p. 1068. 

Minneapolis Civic and Commerce Assn. 
vs. C. B. & Q. et al.; case 5122; dis- 
missed; p. 638. 

Moss, T. J., Tie Co., gets reparation 
from Southern Railway; case 6701; p. 

Nashville, city of, et al. vs. L. & N. et 
al.; case 6484; effective date post- 
poned; p. 1011. 

Orders vacated in I. and S. 555 and 
487; p. 339. 

Ore and smelter products; 
and S. 578 vacated; p. 1244 

Paden Iron & Steel Co. vs. S. P. Co.— 
Atlantic S. S. Lines et al.; case 6790 
reopened; p. 950. 

Petroleum; = in I. and S. 587 can- 
celed; p. 1244, 


order in I. 


Parkinson Coke & Coal Co. vs. N. Y. 
et al.; case 6577; reparation 
awarded; p. 1264. 

Pig Iron; tariffs on pig iron from Vir- 
ginia to Trunk Line and New Eng- 
ae territories further suspended; p. 

Pig iron; case 5891 reopened; p. 343. 

Pipe, wrought iron; added to commod- 
ities that may be carried under fourth 
on order 124 or schedule C.; p. 

Portland Cement Co. vs. Ann Arbor 
et al., case 7234, and related cases 
7237, 7404 and 7221; motion that car- 
riers be ordered to restore old rates 
and make reparation, denied; p. 636. 

"_ and Paper Mfgrs. Traffic Assn. vs. 

M. & St. P. et al.; case 5327; case 
Sammut on application of Duluth and 
Northern Minnesota; p. 680. 

Rehearings denied in 4025 and 6052. 

Rehearings granted in 6000 and 6804. 

Rehearings ordered in cases 5585, 5060, 
5200, 5286 and 5441; p. 416. 

Rhinelander Paper Co.; M. St. P. & S. 
Ste. Marie authorized to pay repara- 
tion on pulpboard; p. 1168. 

Rumsey & Co. vs. C. & N. W. et al.; 
case 6563; L. S. & M. S. authorized 
to make reparation payment; p. 1262. 

St. Louis Coal Operators’ Traffic Bureau 
vs. Illinois Central et al.; case 7507; 
dismissed; p. 638. 

Salt Lake Mattress & Mfg. Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F. et al.; docket 5843; effect- 
yd date postponed to April 15; p;. 


Scattergood, S. F., & Co. vs. P. C. 

St. L.; case 7511; dismissed; ~n.* 

Schrager Coal Co. vs. D. L. & (case 
wane order of Oct. 6, 1914, canceled; 
p. i 

Schrager Coal Co. vs. D. L. & W. et al.; 
case 6653; order for reparation pay- 
ment; p. 1262. 

Southern Pacific Fourth Section Order 
4373 vacated; p. 721. 

Southern Pacific Co. ownership of 
schooner Pasadena; case 6691; effect- 
ive date postponed; p. 1024. 

Standard Mirror Co. vs. L. S. & M. S. 
et al.; case 5198, Sub. 1; reparation 
awarded; p. 1011. 

Suspension order vacated in I, and S. 

p 

Switching charges; Atchison authorized 
to make refund; p. 745 

Tap line application deuten: fourth sec- 
tion application of St. Louis, Kennett 
and Southeastern; p. 1302 

Tap line case; rehearing denied in I. 
and S, 11; p. 

Tap line case: trunk lines permitted to 
make refunds; p. 

Tap line; order vacated as to Ashley, 
Drew and Northern; p. 332. 

Templeton, J. S., & Sons, vs. C. I. & 
S. et al.; case 5803; reopened; p. 1262. 

Transcontinental rates; effective dates 
cf orders in I. and S. 405 and 6717 
romeenes from June 15 to July 15; p. 


Transcontinental rates to Santa Clara, 
etc.; I. and S. 405; effective date post- 
poned to June 1; p. 681. 

U. S. Leather Co. vs. Southern et al.; 
cose 3629; reparation authorized; p. 

Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. vs. A. 
Cc. L.; case 6658; order authorizing 
payment; p. 1372. 

Western advanced rates; part of or- 
der in I. and S. 555, vacated; p. 1068. 

Western passenger fares; order in I. 
and S. 600 vacated as to certain tar- 
iffs; p. 1264. 

Western passenger fares; part of 6th 
supplemental order in I. and S. 600 
vacated; p. 1068. 

Western rate advances; I. and S. 606; 
order vacated as affecting certain tar- 
iffs; p. 1290. 

Western rate advances; 
transferred from I. an 
and S. 555; p. 1369. 

Western rate advances; I. and S. 
tariffs transferred to I. and S. 
p. 1372. 

Wool; payment of reparation to Sulz- 
berger and Sons authorized in cases 
4074, 2634, 3939; p. 1068. 

Worm, Geo. R., vs. Boca and Loyalton 
et al.; ; case 4952; rehearing ordered; p. 
608. 

Yarbrough and Billinger Co. and Stand- 
ard Ice and Fuel Co. vs. Southern 
ae reparation awarded in 6248; 
p. 1 

Young and Cutsinger; case 3846; rehear- 
ing denied; p. 681. 


certain tariffs 
d S. 595 to I. 


606; 
655; 
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eee ea: delay resulting from (Legal 
Dept.); p. 518, 

Misquoted rates; see coal—Reeves Coal 
Co. vs. C. ; 


& St. P.; decisions of 
I. C. C.; p. 1230. 


Misrouting on account of wrong address 
(Legal Dept.); p. 268. 

Mississippi River case, No. 4424; order 
that, except as specifically changed, or- 
ders of June 17, 1913, and Dec. 29, 1914, 
remain in full force "and effect. 

Mississippi River Commerce; p. 342. 

Mississippi River crossings; class and 
commodity rates to and from Quincy, 
Iil., and groups; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; pp. 112, 

Mississippi River rates (help for traffic 
man); p. 740. 

Misstatement of rate; carrier not liable 
for (Legal Dept.); p. 1297. 

Mixed carloads; rates on cement, lime, 
salt and other commodities from St. 
Paul, Duluth and other points to sta- 
tions in Montana; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 208. 

Mixed carload commodity rates; Cudahy 
Packing Co. vs. Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe.; same vs. Union Pacific et 
al.; same vs. St. Joseph and Grand 
Island Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of 
xy «. C.; pi 320. 

Molasses; Louisiana 
Assn. vs. I. C. R. 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 1352, 

Mossman, J. J.; general agent of 
Wabash and president Transportation 
Club of Buffalo; p. 237. 

Motor trucks and freight rates (Wash- 
ington letter); p. 927; rehearing of 
Lebanon Commercial Club et al. vs. L. 
& N.; p. 950. 

Motor trucks; potential economy of elec- 
tric (Short Haul Dept.); p. 38. 

eS Ballou and Wright vs. N. 
Y., N. H. & H. et al.; see decisions of 
te co ; Pp. 1229. 

Moynihan, J. J.; paper on freight car ef- 
ficiency: p. 1306. 

Nashville reshippin case; 
argument; pp. 1282, 1356. 

Nashville switching ‘case and L. & N. 
coal rate case; L. & N. R. R. Co. and 
N. Cc. & St. L. Co., appellants, vs. the 
U. S., I. C. C., city of Nashville et al. 
(Supreme Court decisions); p. 1283. 

National Industrial Traffic League, meet~ 
ing at Memphis, May 13-14; p. 1145. 

National Industrial Traffic League; brief 
in matter of the Cummins’ amendment; 
p. 1077. 

Navigation laws; communication from J. 

Hashagen; p. 458. 

Nebraska evidence in Western rate hear- 
ing; communication from M. S. Hart- 
man; p. 

New England rate revision (Washington 
letter); p. 111. 

Norton, T. J., general attorney of Atchi- 
son, Topeka and Santa Fe; p. 522. 

Ocean freight rates; analysis by Fred H. 
Pyman; p. 325. 

Ohio freight rates (Editorial); B 1269. 

Ohio tos schedule abolished (Editorial); 
Pp. 

Ohio River proportional; 
Packet Co. vs. I. C. R. 

C.; p. 707. 

argument on tailings question; p. 


Sugar Planters’ 
R. Co. et al.; see de- 


hearing and 


Chattanooga 

Co.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. 

Oil; 
264. 


Oklahoma Portland Cement Co. vs.: Ar- 
kansas, Louisiana and Gulf Ry. Co. et 
al, (case 6068); I. C. C. order modify- 
ing order of Oct. 6, 1914; p. 138. 

Order consignment to non-agency sta- 
tion (Legal Dept.); p. 1159. 

Overcharges; law governing claims for 
(Legal Dept.); p. 517. 

Overcharges due to misrouting; report of 
committee of National Industrial Traffic 
League; p. 1148. 

Ownership and use; questions in rate 
making (Washington letter); p. 151, 
Ownership in transit of shipment con- 
signed to order (Legal Dept.); p. 1081. 
Package freight, loading of (Short Haul 

Dept.); p. 1259. 

Packing; article by F. J. Rogers (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 246. 

Packing, remarking and handling; re- 
port of committee of National Indus- 
trial Traffic League; p. 1147. 

Packing faults and consequences (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 187. 

Packing food products for China (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 852. 

Pan-American Financial Congress (Wash- 
ington letter); p. 1223. 

Panama canal applications; see boat line 
control. 

Panama canal act; opinion of attorney 
none on construction of section 11; 
p. 















































































2S nee Devmeunoaieaioea = 


Ti Sa Rae se 
e * see 









28 





Panama canal act; Commission investi- 
gates ne of Great Northern steam- 
er; p. 801. 

Panama canal 
months; p. 854. 

Panama canal and Pacific Coast; article 
by J. Marion Ford; p. 265. 

Pancoast, F. W.; communication on yel- 
low pine decisions; p. 576. 

Paper; Oklahoma Corporation Com- 
mission on behalf of Daily Oklahoman 
and other news print paper shippers in 
Oklahoma, vs. Atchison, Topeka and 
Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p. 876. 

Paper; rates on paper and other commod- 
ities from New England points to New 
York and other points; see decisions 
off ic. CG: pm 1068. 

Paper, roofing and building; Hooker- 
Hendrix Hardware Co. et al. vs. M. K. 
& T. Ry. Co. et al.; Standard Roofing 
Co. et al. vs. same; see decisions of 
L.& Cz & aa8. 

Paraffine works decision; agitation among 
ar. Ss - owners (Washington let- 

T); Pp. 

Parcel a ‘(ditorial); p. =. 

Parcel post, C. O. p. 

Passenger; family ticket; Wellesley \ 
Gage vs: Erie R. R. Co.; see decisions 
of I. C. C.; p.. 995. 

Passenger fare rule; Alfred Mosely vs. 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Ry. 
pa et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Passenger fares; 
gateway case; p. 

Passenger fares; U. S. Supreme Court 
decisions in W. Va. case; p. 607. 

Passenger fares; questions to be an- 
swered in Western case; p. 1203, 

Passes in Kansas (Editorial); pp. 6, 110. 

Passes to foreign lines (Erie Pass Case); 
U. S. Supreme Court decision in case 
of the U. S., appellant, vs. Erie Rail- 
road Co.; p. 498. 

Passes; to employees of ocean carriers; 
to employees of rail carriers in for- 
eign countries; to family of dead pen- 
ae ere (Conference Rulings); 
Dp. _ 

Patterson, Geo. S.; advocates more juris- 
diction for I, C. C. and less for state 
commissions with more publicity for 
railroads; p. 321. 

Peddler cars; rules governing shipments 
of packing house products and other 
freight shipped 2 _— cars; see de- 
cisions of I. C. 

Petroleum; pA. Benning Co. vs. A. 
T. & S. F.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


operations for first 6 


“ee in Oregon 


p. 1389. 

Philadelphia and Reading case; decision 
by Federal Court in Pennsylvania; sus- 
tains I, C. C.; p. 169. 

Pig iron; scope of invistigation ordered 
Nov. 3 increased; p. 326. 

Pig iron; argument in reopened Sloss- 
Sheffield case; p. 1415. 

Pig iron; hearing in reopened Sloss-Shef- 
field case; p. 1368. 

Pipe, cast iron; city of Charlotte, N. C. 
et al., vs. Southern Ry. et al.; city of 
Rock Hill, Ss. C., vs. same; portion of 
fourth section application 1548, 1561 and 
1573; see décisions of I. C. C.; p. 1273. 

Plaster; Grand Rapids Plaster Co. vs. 

L. S. & M. S. et al.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 1384, 5 

Poland, A. A., president Kansas City 
Railroad Club; p. 413. 

Pomerene Bill (Editorial) ; p. 694. 

Pooling of freight cars; report of com- 
mittees of National Industrial Traffic 
League; p. 1149. 

Porter, E. L.; communication complain- 
ing of Transcontinental Freight Bu- 
reau; p. 668. 

Posting tariffs at stations; amendment to 
order of June 2, 1908; p.. 1354. 

Potatoes; Albert Miller & Co. vs. North- 
ern Pacific Ry. Co. et al.; E. C. Best 
Co. vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1320. 

Potatoes; rules governing transportation 
in refrigerator equipment; see decis- 
ions of I. C. C.; p. 1349. 

Potatoes; allowance for heating cars; E. 
Cc. Best Co. vs. Great Northern Ry. Co.; 
same vs. Northern Pacific Ry. Co.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 372. 

Potts. F. S.; communication on the rate 
problem; p. 100. 

Poultry; rating on live poultry in West- 
ern trunk line territory; see decisions 
of ¥. ©. C.i p. 68. 

Powell, T. C.; address to Traffic Branch, 
oo Chamber of Commerce; p. 
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Powell, T. F.; article on concentrating 
and storage-in-transit arrangements in 
transporting farm products; p. 1260. 

Powell-Myers Lumber Co. brief in free 
reconsignment privilege case; p. 189. 

re and the railroads (Editorial); p. 

Price must reflect rate; decision of Cali- 
fornia Commission; p. 804. 

Print paper rates; communication from 
O. G. Hempstead; p. 1293. 

— car line decision (Editorial); p 

5 

Private car lines; decision of U. S. Su- 
preme Court in Armour case; p. 1067. 

Private cars; Commission has no juris- 
diction over delay in delivery (Legal 
Dept.); p. 581. 

Private car inquiry; report from Com- 
mission desired; p. 1026. 

Procedure in I. C. C. hearings (Editorial) ; 
pp. 813, 1101. 

Proof of claims for loss (Legal Dept.); 


p. 133. 
Proof of damage; W. A. Griffing et al. vs. 
Cc. & N. W.; see decisions of I, C. C.; 


p. 8. 

Proportion; inland proportion of through 
rate on commerce (Legal 
Dept.); p. 682. 

Protection of doors; report of Committee 
of National Industrial Traffic League; 


p. 1149. 
vey, Charles A. (Who’s Who?); p. 
Publigity; George S. ‘Patterson ‘urges 


more for railroads; p. 321. 

Published rate; governs until changed by 
Commission (Legal Dept.); p. 1252. 

Pulp wood; International Paper Co. et 
al. vs. Delaware and Hudson Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 641. 

Pyman, Fred H.; analysis of high ocean 
freight rates; p. 325. 

Racks; W. & J. Sloane vs. Southern 
Pacific Big” et al.; see decisions of I. 
=. ess 876. 

Radford, Peter: 
p. 229. 

Rail and water through rates; Stone’s 
Express, Inc., vs. Boston and Maine; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1106. 

Railroad figures—Bureau of Railway 
ae October, p. 103; November, 
p. 230. 

Railroad operations—I. C. C. figures: 
November, p. 162; December, p. 468; 
January, p. 803; year ending June 30, 
p. 802; February, p. 901; March, p. 
1166; April, p. 1311. 

Railway may pay; reply by Ralph Peters 
to postmaster general, p. 646; Washing- 
ton letter, p. 647; letter from Peters to 
railroads, p. 679; statement of Post- 
master-General Burleson, p. 688; Wash- 
ington letter, p. 695; communication 
from W. W. Baldwin, p. 793. 

Rates based on loading; pp. 815, 847. 

Rates; operating expense. reflected in; ad- 
dress by William A. Glasgow, Jr.; p- 


849. 
— (Editorial); p. 
Resets as evidence (Legal Dept.); p. 


favors increased rates; 


unremunerative 


Reconsignment; unreported opinion in 
case of Powell-Meyers Lumber Co. vs. 


L. & N. et al.; p. 1392. 
eae charge . (Editorial); p. 
Reconsignment and_ diversion 


charge; 

Central Commercial Co. vs. L. N. 
Fo Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 

Reconsignment and diversion (Help for 
the Traffic Man); p. 740. 

Reconsignment privilege; brief in Pow- 
ell-Myers Lumber Co. case; p. 189. 

Reed, A. L., communication on Cummins 
amendment; p. 620. 

Refrigeration; Providence Fruit and 
Produce Exchange vs. N. Y. C. & H. 
R. R. R. Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 550. 

Refrigeration cars (Help for Traffic 
Man); p. 740. 

Refrigeration charges, westbound trans- 
continental; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
p. 1235. 

Refrigeration charge; S. W. Hume Co. et 
al. vs. Southern Pacific Co. et -al.; see 
decisions of I. C. p. 482, 

Refrigerator traffic; article by R. V. Gil- 
lespie; p. 227. 

Refund on lost shipments (Legal Dept.); 
p. 1205. 
Regulation 

from R. E. Riley; p. 406. 

—e and Business (Editorial); p. 
77. 

Regulation of utilities in District of Col- 
umbia; p, 351. 


expensive; communication 









Released rates; order to carriers to sub- 
mit statements by May 1 in Com- 
mission’s inquiry; p. 463. 

Reparation, inter and intrastate; Su- 
preme Court decisions in Pennsylvania 

i * on vs. Mitchell Coal & Coke Co.; 
Dp. i 

Reparation; order of I. C. C. limits 
amount that can be received; Supreme 
Court decision; p. 1408. 

Reparation for excess freight charges; 
principles involved in Darnell-Taenzer 
and other cases discussed ‘in pig iron 
case brief; p. 1243. 

Reparation; procedure respecting rate 
subsequently reduced (Legal Dept.); 


Reparation under long and short haul 
ciause (Legal Dept.); p. 1297. 

Reparaticn, showing required for; Gray 
and Smith vs. Pennsylvania Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1139, 

Reshipment of freight consigned to loca! 
point (Legal Dept.); p. 1297. 

Revenue, increases of carriers (Edi- 
torial); p. 149, 

Revenue stamps on bills of lading (Le- 
gal Dept.); p. 1252. 

Revenue stamps; aang, to bills of lad- 
ing (Legal Dept.); p. 179. 

Revision in rates; address “py President 
T. C. Powell of Cincinnati Chamber 
of Commerce; p. 402. 

Revival of business and railroad figures 
(Washington letter); p. 287. 

Reweighing; no change when error ex- 
ceeds 500 pounds (Legal Dept.); p. 581. 

Riley, R. E.; communication on expensive 
regulation; p. 406. 

River traffic in the U. S.; p. 240. 

Rivers, Ohio and Mississippi, as factors 
in rate making (Editorial); p. 989. 

Rock Island inquiry; evidence taken by 
Commission; pp. 467, 526, 1271, 1288. 

Rogers, F. J.; article on packing (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 246. 

Routing; shipper not bound by unau- 
thorized routing at higher rate (Legal 
Dept.); p. 682. 

Routing; shipper’s 
Dept.); p. 98. 

R88) fp Sereetons (conference ruling 

Rules of practice; amended in conference 
of I. C. C.; p. 833. 

Russell, Albert J.; traffic manager Ken- 
tucky and Tennessee Ry.; p. 636 

Safety appliance; decision of Supreme 
Court in case of N. Y. C. & H. R. vs. 
Bernard J. Carr; p. 1404. 

Safety appliance; decision of U. S. Su- 
preme Court in Erie case; p. 1068. 

Safety appliance; U. Supreme Court 
decision in Burlington switching case; 
p. 1068. 

Safety appliance; decision at Richmond, 
Va., in Virginian Railway case; Pp. 
1028. 

Safety appliance law; p. 239. 

Safety appliance law; Supreme Court de- 
cision in case of St. Louis & San Fran- 
cisco vs. Fannie M. Conarty; p. 1361. 

Safety first (Editorial); p. 1222. 

Sale of property intrusted to carriers 
(Legal Dept.); p. 633. 

Salt; Petit Salt Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. 
(on. et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
994, 

Salt case; bill of llllinois Central to an- 
nual order of I. C. C.; p. 94 

Samples, sale of; hearings in case of 
Jewelers’ Protective ew against the 
Pennsylvania et al.; 

Sand; Charles Boldt o va. C. BR. I. & P. 
et al.; same vs. C. B. & Q. et al.; Fed- 
eral Glass Co. et al vs. C. R. I. and P. 
Ry. Co. et al.; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 374. 

Sash and doors; Anson, Gilkey and Hurd 
Co. et al. vs. S. P. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 696. 

Schedule C rates; appendix to _ trans- 


instructions (Legal 


continental freight rate decision; p. | 


352. 

Scrap steel, L. C. L.; not properly 
marked (Legal Dept.); Dp. 408. 

Seaman’s Bill (Washington letter); p. 
479. 

Separation of expenses; hearing before 
[6c cin @ 

Sheep; C. H. Johnson, I. Selig and J. 
Selig, doing business under name of 
J. Johnson, vs. Southern Pacific Co.; 
a decisions of I. C. C.; p. 997. 

Sherman anti-trust law and railroad 
a (Washington letter); pp. 815, 863, 

i. 

Sherwood, A. W.; communication on 

Cummins amendment; p. 791. 
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Shingles; Board of Railroad Commission- 
ers of State of Iowa vs. A. T. and S. 
F. et al.; case 6963, portions of fourth 
section applications 348 and 649; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1226. 

Shipper’s load and count stipulation (Le- 
gal Dept.); p. 134, 

Shippers’ right of appeal (Washington 
letter); p. 1319. 

Shipping hints by the Crouse-Hinds Co. 
(Short Haul Dept.); p. 277. 

Short haul clause; Cullman Commercial 
Club vs. L. & N. R. R. Co.; 4th section 
of application 1952; see decisions of I. 
Cc. C.; p. 1104. 


SHORT HAUL: INCREASING EFFI- 
CIENCY ON— 

Efficiency of freight cars; paper by J. 
J. Moynihan; p. 1306. 

Export — what they should not 
do; p. \ 

Farm products; concentrating and stor- 
age-in-transit arrangements; p. 1260. 

Fruits and vegetables; shipping of; p. 
1305. 

Gravity conveyors; p. 1089. 

Hamilton, J. K.; paper on industrial 
traffic manager and his duties; p. 35. 

Loading heavier; articles by T. B. Cop- 
page; p. 340. 

Loss and damage; article by D. B. 
Daley; p. 243. 

Loss and damage saving; by St. Louis 
= Claim Dept. of M. K. & T.; 
. 852. 

motor trucks; potential economy of elec- 
tric; p. 38. 

Package freight, loading of; p. 1259. 

Packing; article by F. J. Rogers; p. 
246. 

Packing faults and consequences; p. 187. 

Packing food products for China; p. 852. 

Shipping hints by the Crouse-Hinds 
Co.; p. 277. 

Skid; device of Mathews Gravity Carrier 
Co.; p. 243. 

Southern Railway Warehouse at Bruns- 
wick, Ga.; p. 280. 

Syracuse Traffic School; p. 143. 

Traffic don’ts, by O. W. O’Berg; p. 246. 

Traffic manager; his relation to credit 
and sales departments; p. 1261. 

Traffic manager, industrial, and his 
duties; paper by J. K. Hamilton; p. 


35. 
Trucking all sorts of freight; p. 277. 
Wagon hauls for farm products; p. 1089. 
Weights; recording weight and calling 
every weight by its right name; p. 
525. ; 


Simplification of tariffs; p. 1146. 


Sims, Congressman Thetus W. (Who’s 
Who); p. 739. 

Sizemore, Charles; communication 
through billing; p. 101. ; 

Skid; device of Mathews Gravity Carrier 
Co. (Short Haul Dept.); p. 243. 

Slag rates a problem (Washington let- 
ter); p. 647; hearing in I. and S. 615; 
p. 676. 

Sleeping cars; Wisconsin upper berth law 
held invalid by Supreme Court; p. 
1409 


Smith, George H.; general attorney of 
Oregon Short Line and general attor- 
ney for Utah of Union Pacific; p. 1092. 

Smith, O. C.; supt. transportation M. K. 
& T.; urges maximum car load (Edi- 
torial); p. 149. 

South Carolina law invalid; Charleston 
& Western Carolina Ry. Co., plaintiff in 
error, vs. Varnville Furniture Co. 
(Supreme Court Decision); p. 1287. 

Southeastern freight rates; effective date 
of order postponed to Oct. 1 in the fol- 
lowing cases: 5080, 5561,- 5560, 5562, 
4461, 4216, 3908; p. 404. 

Southeastern freight rate adjustment; 
statement issued by the carrier; p. 337. 

Southeastern fourth section case; ef- 
— date postponed to Oct. 1; p. 

Southern Railway Warehouse at Bruns- 
wick, Ga. (Short Haul Dept.); p. 280. 

Special train charge; Wait Talcott vs. 
Southern Pacific; see decisions of I. C. 
C.; p. 549. 

Specific routing; duty of carrier in ab- 
sence of (Legal Dept.); p. 973. 

Spence, E. H.; general agent C. M. & 
St. P. at Pittsburgh; p. 1035. 

Spotting; General Electric Co. decision 
in New York court; p. 1103. 

Spotting cars in England (Washington 
letter); p. 255. 

Spotting charge (Editorial); p. 197. 

Spotting charge hearings; p. 223. 

Spotting tariff arguments; pp. 899, 969. 

Spotting tariffs; communication from W. 
J. Wilcox; p. 405. 


on 


Stake allowance law; T. W. Shands et al. 
vs. Seaboard Air Line Ry. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1336. 

Stamp tax on baggage checks, etc. (Le- 
gal Dept.); p. 1418. 

Standard box car; report of committee of 
National Industrial Traffic League; p. 


1148. 

Standard freight bill forms; report of 
committee of National Industrial Traf- 
fic League; p. 1148. 

State commissioners and interstate rates 
(Editorial); pp. 253, 349, 478, 757, 814, 
861; communication from H. L. Wins- 
ton; p. 1027. 

ee of railroads (Editorial); 


Pp. 003. 

Steamship service needed for New Eng- 
land (by J. D. Hashagen); p. 1245. 
Stewart, Ronald; vice president and gen- 
eral manager American Express Co. at 

St. Paul; p. 465. 

Stoppage in transit; Hoyt and Bergen 

' vs. C. & N. W.; Martin and Son et al. 
vs. same; in re stoppage in transit to 
complete loading and for partial un- 
loading of live stock transported from 
and to points in Western classifica- 
tion territory; stopping in transit priv- 
ileges at points west of Mississippi 
River; withdrawal of stopving in transit 
privileges in connection with live stock 
aes see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp 


Stoppage in transitu (Legal Dept.); p. 741. 


Storage, charges incidental to 
Dept.); p. 462. 

Storage charges; right to assess after 
= of diversion (Legal Dept.): p. 

Storage rules; Murphy Bros. vs. N. Y. C. 
& H. R. R. R. Co.; see decisions of I. 
C. C.; p. 667. 

Sugar; fourth section applications; rates 
from New Orleans, ete., to Ohio River 
creases etc.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 
Pp. 365. 

Sugar; Great Western Sugar Co. vs. 
Yazoo and Mississippi Valley R. R. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1143. 

Sugar and syrup; Arizona Corporation 
Commission vs. A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1821. 


SUPREME COURT DECISIONS: 

A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co., plaintiff in error, 
vs. J. B. Vosburg; Kansas Mutual De- 
murrage Law decision; p. 1286. 

Charleston & Western Carolina Ry. Co., 
plaintiff in error, vs. Varnville Fur- 
niture Co.; South Carolina loss and 
damage law held invalid; p. 1287. 

Commodities clause; full text of de- 
cision in Lackawanna coal case; p. 


(Legal 


Damages; liability of carrier for in- 
jury of brakeman who stepped into 
open bunker of refrigerator car of 
bananas; Texas and Pacific vs. Mur- 
phy: p. 1408. 

Des Moines Gas Co. case; p. 1397. 

Furnishing of cars by carrier: Illinois 
Central vs. Mulberry Hill Coal Co.; 
p. 1491. 

Georgia decision affirmed: Wadleigh 
Southern vs. Georgia Railroad Com- 
mission; p. 132. 

Kentucky commission’ sustained in 
Louisville and Nashville case; p. 130. 

Liquor; Adams Express Co. vs. Com- 
monwealth of Kentucky; so long as 
it is not a violation of the law of a 
state for one within that state to have 
intoxicatine liquors, it is not a vio- 
lation of Webb-Kenyon law for com- 
mon carriers to bring liquor into drv 
territory when consignee is supposed 
to be receiving the liquor for per- 
sonal use; p. 1405. 

Louisiana switching statute valid: IIlli- 
nois Central R. R. Co. vs. Cc. L. De 
Fuentes et al., members of Louisiana 
commission; p. 318. 


Louisville and Nashville; refusal to give 
up correspondence to I. C. C. sus- 
tained; the S. of America, by 
James C. MeReynolds, attorney gen- 
eral, plaintiff in error, appellant, vs. 
L. & N. R. R. Co.; p. 499. 

Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co. and 
N. Cc. & St. L. Co. appellants, vs. the 
U. S.. I. Cc. C., city of Nashville, et 
al.: Commission upheld in Nashville 
switching case and L. & N. coal rate 
case; p. 1283. 

Meeker, Henry E., surviving partner of 
Meeker & Co.. petitioner, vs. Lehigh 
Valley R. R. Co.; on writ of certiorari 
of U. S. Circuit Court of Apveals for 
9 ane hard coal reparation case; 
Pp. i 


Michigan Central R. R. Co., plaintiff 
in error, vs. Michigan Railroad Com- 
mission; interchange of traffic with 
electric railways; p. 567. 

Minneapolis, St. Paul and Sault Ste. 
Marie Ry. Co., plaintiff in error, vs. 
state of N. Dakota; see Northern 
Pacific vs. same; p. 565. 

Minnesota commission reversed in Great 
Northern track scale case; p. 1403. 
Northern Pacific Ry. Co., plaintiff in 
error, vs, state of N. Dakota, on re- 
lation of T. F. McCue, attorney gen- 
eral; Minneapolis, St. Paul and Sault 
Ste. Marie Ry. Co., plaintiff in error, 
vs. same; court holds state exceeded 
ears in matter of coal rates; p. 


Passes to foreign lines (Erie pass case); 
the United States, appellant, vs. Erie 
Railroad Co.; p. 498. 

Pennsylvania Co., appellant, vs. the 
United States et al.; Newcastle 
switching case; p. 494. 

Pierce, Geo. -. Co. vs. Wells Fargo 
&,Co.; declaration of value; p. 492. 
Private car lines; in Armour case held 
bj they are not common carriers; p. 


Puritan Coal Co. vs. Pennsylvania Rail- 
road; car distributor rule; p. 777. 
Reparation, inter and intrastate; Penn- 
Sylvania R. - Co. vs. Mitchell Coal 

and Coke Co.; p. 1405. 
Safety appliance; decision in Burlington 
switching case; p. 1068. 
re se decision in Erie case; 
1 


Safety appliance law; decision in case 
of St. Louis & San Francisco vs. 
Fannie M. Conarty; p. 1361. 

Safety Appliance; N. Y. C. & H. R. vs. 
Bernard J. Carr; duty of carrier in 
undertaking to defend action for dam- 
ages for personal injuries to show af- 
firmatively that equipment causing in- 
jury was not in interstate commerce 
when plaintiff shows that train con- 
tained cars in state and interstate 
service; p. 1404. 

Simon, Ephriam, vs. Southern Railway; 
service on foreign corporation; p. 226. 

Sleeping cars; Wisconsin upper berth 
law held invalid; p. 1409. 

‘= Virginia passenger fare case; p. 


Wilmington Transportation Co. vs. Cal- 
ifornia Railroad Commission; state 
has power to regulate rates and fares 
of ferry companies; p. 319. 


SUSPENDED TARIFFS. 

I. &S. Date 

No. of Order. 

414 March ll, p. 574. 
444 Jan. 12, p. 126. 
514 March 11, p. 574. 
515 Jan. 6, p. 93. 
516 Jan, 7, p. 125. 
517 Jan. 7, p. 125. 
518 Jan. 20, p. 166. 
518 March 31, 

618 March 11, 

519 Jan. 26, p. 

619 March 31, 

520 April 27, p. 

523 Jan. 29, 
525 Jan. 
526 Jan, 
527 Feb. 
530 Feb. 
531 Feb. 
532 Feb. 
533 Feb. 
534 Feb. 
537 Feb. 2 
538 March 
539 March 
540 March 
541 March 
542 March 
544 March 
546 March 
547 March 
548 March 
549 March 
550 March 2 
552 March 

554 March 12, 
555 Dec. 31, p. 
555 Jan. 12, p. 
555 » Pp. 503. 
555 March 27, p. 744. 
556 March 29, p. 744. 
558 March 31, p. 744. 
560 March 31, p. 744. 
562 Jan. 12, p. 126. 
562 April 14, p. 847. 
569 Dec. 31, p. 93. 
569 April 19, p. 904. 
572 April'27, p. 960. 
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572 , p. 22. 
573 Dec. 26, p. 22. 
575 April 27, p. 960. 
576 April 27, p. 961. 
577 Jan. 9, p. 126. 
578 Dec. 31, p. 93. 
579 April 27, p. 961. 
580 April 28, p. 961. 
581 April 28, p. 961. 
581 Jan. 9, p. 125. 
582 April 28, p. 961. 
582 Jan. 15, p. 166. 
583 April 28, p. 961. 
583 Jan. 26, p. 222. 
584 Feb. 6, p. 324, 
585 Jan. 31, p. 261. 
585 April 28, p. 961. 
586 Jan. 31, p. 261. 
586 April 28, p. 961. 
587 Jan. 31, p. 261. 
588 Feb. 1, p. 261. 
589 Feb. 9, p. 324. 
590 Feb. 9, p. 324. 
591 Feb. 19, p. 450. 
593 Feb. 27, p. 503. 
593 June 16, p. 1354 
594 Feb. 27, p. 503. 
595 Feb. 27, p. 503. 
596 Feb. 27, p. 503. 
59T Feb. 27, p. 503. 
597 ———, p. 1372. 
600 Feb. 25, p. 460. 
600 — » Pp. 1372. 
603 March 11, p. 574. 
604 March 13, p. 625. 
604 March 13, p. 631. 
605 March 13, p. 625 
607 March 13, p. 625. 
610 March 19, p. 673. 
613 March 23, p. 680. 
615 March 23, p. 673. 
617 March 26, p. 744. 
618 March 27, p. 744. 
621 March 31, p. 744. 
623 April 14, p. 847. 
624 April 14, p. 847. 
625 April 29, p. 961. 
626 April 14, p. 847. 
626 » Pp. 1367. 
627 April 16, p. 904. 


€28 April 29, p. 961. 





629 April 29, p. 961. 
630 April 30, p. 1028. 
632 May 6, p. 1037. 
635 May 14, p. 1152. 
637 May 14, p. 1152. 
638 May 14, p. 1152. 
643 May 21, p. 1174. 
644 May 22, p. 1174. 
645 May 24, p. 1174. 
646 May 24, p. 1174. 
652 June 1, p. 1249. 
655 » Pp. 1367. 
656 June 8, p. 1290. 
658 June 9, p. 1290. 
660 June 10, p. 1354. 
661 June 16, p. 1354. 


Suspended tariffs; rule adopted by Com- 
mission; p. 1362; editorial, p. 1317. 
Sutcliffe, E.; suggestion as to reorganiza- 
tion of Commission; p. 186; communi- 
cation on maximum carload; p. 266. 
Switching at New Castle; U. S. Supreme 
Court decision in case of Pennsylvania 


ao vs. the United States et al.; p. 
Switching: Baltimore switching charges; 


see decision of I. C. C.; p. 18. 
Switching charges at Milwaukee; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 158. 
Switching charges, absorption of (Legal 


Dept.); p. 1205. 

Switching, in Baltimore; Merchants’ and 
Manufacturers’ Association et al. vs. 
Pennsylvania R. R. Co. et al.; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 79. 

Syracuse Traffic School (Short Haul 


Dept.); p. 143. 
Tailboard cases; Philadelphia Team Own- 


ers’ Protective Assn. et al. vs. P. & 
R.; N. Y¥. Team Owners’ Assn, et al. 
vs. N. Y. C. & H. R. et al.; Cincin- 


nati Team Owners’ Assn. vs. B. & O. 


et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 61. 
Tank Cars; Pennsylvania - Paraffine 
Works vs. Pennsylvania R. R. Co.; 
Crew-Levick Co. vs. same; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.: p. 1327. 
Tanning Extract: Tanners’ Supply Co., 
Ltd., vs. L. & N R. Co. et al.; see 


decisions of I. C. om p. 63. 

Tap and Industrial Lines; status and 
history of the cases; pp. 21, 126. 

Tap Line Case (third supplemental re- 
port); see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1228. 

Tap line decision; third supplemental or- 
der. (Editorial); p. 1221. 

Tap line order; communication from 
Fernwood & Gulf R. R. Co.; p. 185. 


Tap lines; order vacated as to Fernwood 
& Gulf; p. 103. 

Tap lines; third appbesbenént ordér in 
Il. & S. 11, permitting division settle- 
ment by trunk lines; p. 167. | 

Tariffs, distribution of; communication 
from E. Williamson; p. 620. 

Tarifs naming higher rates; circuiar of 
instructions issued by I. ron C.; p. 336. 

Taxation by state of cars in interstate 
commerce (Legal Dept.); p. 1251. 

Teamsters’ charges; Atlas Portland Ce- 
ment Co. vs. Lehigh Valley; see de- 
cisions of I. C. C.; p. 118. 

Telegraph and cable rates: W. N. White 
& Co. vs. Western Union Telegraph 
Co.; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 874. 

Telegraph and Telephone case, docket 
5462; dismissed; pp. 833, 916. 

Terminal delivery; instructions concern- 
ing without specifying intermediate 
routing (Legal Dept.); p. 233. 

Terminal rates; transcontinental com- 
modity rates to San Jose, Santa Clara 
and Marysville, Cal.: San Jose Cham- 


ber of Commerce et al. vs. Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Ry. Co. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 85. 


Terminals, open to competition; Nash- 
ville, city of, et al. vs. L. & N. R. R. 
et al.; see decisions of I. C. C.; 


p. 432. 
Tharpe, B. G.; traffic manager, Straus & 
Chicago; p. 271. 


Schram Co.; 

Thomas, President E. B., of Lehigh Val- 
ley; Says railroads need less regula- 
tion; p. -263. 

Thorne, Clifford; statement on five per 

cent rate increase; p. 25; adds to 

clients in Western case; p. 101; com- 
munication on state commissioners and 


interstate rates; p. 510. 


Through route; what is it? (Legal 
Dept.); p. 905. 
Tomatoes; rates from Jacksonville to 


Kansas City and other points; rates 

from Jacksonville to St. Paul and other 

yee: see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 
446. 


(Who's 

Who); p. 225. 
Traffic development (Editorial); p. 1173. 
— Don’ts (Short Haul Dept.); p. 
Traffic manager; his relation with credit 


Townsend, Senator Charles E. 


and sales departments (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 1261. 
Traffic manager, industrial, and _ his 


duties; paper by J. K. Hamilton (Short 
Haul Dept.); p. 35. 

= limit propaganda (Editorial); p. 

vo. 

Transcontinental freight rates; commod- 
ity rates to Pacific Coast terminals 
and intermediate points; in the mat- 
ter of application for fourth section re- 
lief; see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 306. 

Transcontinental rates: plans of carriers 
for making rates under Schedule C; p. 
678; hearing on back-haul rates, p. 
837; decision of I. C. C. in fourth sec- 
tion application 9813 (33 I. C. C., 480- 
486); p. 867. 


Transit on dried beans; Michigan Bean 


Jobbers’ Assn. vs. G. R. & I. et al.; see 
decisions of I. C. C.; p. 648. 

Trap car argument: p. 901. 

Trap car charges; editorial, p. 645; edi- 
torial; p. 693. 

Trap car hearings; Detroit, p. 521; Cleve- 
land, p. 589; Buffalo, -p. 589; Phila- 


delphia, p. 589; Pittsburgh, p. 590; St. 
Louis, p. 669; Chicago, pp. 670, 735i. 

Trap cars; decision of Oklahoma com- 
mission; p. 590. 

Trucking all sorts of freight (Short Haul 
Dept.); p. 277. 

Tunnel and lighterage argument; p. 624. 

Twenty-eight-hour law; Streever Lumber 
Co. vs. C. M. & St. P. Ry. Co. et al.; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 1129. 

Twin City rates; Minneapolis Civic and 
Commerce Assn. et al. vs. Algoma 
Central and Hudson Bay Ry. Co. et al.; 
rail-lake-and-rail rates to St. Paul; 
see decisions of I. C. C.; p. 945. 

Undercharges, waiver of; conference rul- 
ing; p. 1024. ‘ 

Undercharges, collection of; communica- 
tion from H. W. Hazeltine; p. 100. 


Uniform bill of lading; action for con- 
version or replevin not governed by 
(Legal Dept.); p. 407. 

Uniform bill of lading; special contract 
concerning loss not binding on carrier 
(Legal Dept.) ; p. 233. 

Uniform symbols; report of Committee 
of National Industrial Traffic League; 
p. 1145. 

Uniformity of regulation (Editorial); p. 5 


XV 


Unit basis, application of, in establish- 
ing ratings; report of committee of 
National Industrial Traffic League; p. 
1150. 


UNREPORTED OPINIONS. 


In this number of the index we begin 
indexing unreported opinions by case 
numbers. By using this index in con- 
nection with the index of complaints one 
can be pretty sure of finding the cese 
he wants. If he has the name of the 
complainant he can find in the complaints 
the number of the case and then by 
turning to this index of unreported 
opinions he can, if the case is one in 
which an unreported opinion was ren- 
dered, find the reference to the page on 
which the opinion is printed. If he has 
the case number he can, of course, find 
what he wants from the index of un- 
reported opinions without referring to 
the complaints.) 


Case Opinion 
No. No. Date Page 
2611. &S. A 962 Feb. 6 271 
3711.&8S. 1820 April 17 $44 
423 1.&S. A 938 Jan. 16 138 
4361. & S. A 913 Jan. 9 97 
4551 &S. A 912 Jan. 9 97 
459 T. & S. A: 960 Feb. 13 332 
4861.&S. A 928 Jan. 30 237 
4891. &S. A 940 Jan. 30 237 
494T.&S. A 964 Feb. 20 411 
499 I. & S. A 965 Feb. 20 4i1 
506 T. & S. A1019 March 27 634 
508 I. &S. A 950 Feb. 6 271 
535 1.&S. 1959 May 15 1084 
539 I. & S. 1990 May 29 1209 
5511.&S8S. 2059 June 12 1302 
3130 A 981 March 6 521 
3677 A 894 Jan. 16 137 
3865 A 905 Jan. 16 138 
4125 A 902 Jan. 23 184 
4173 1825 April 24 910 
4198 A 980 Feb. 27 464 
4326 A 911 Jan. 23 184 
4327 A 911 Jan. 23 184 
4331 A 911 Jan. 23 184 
4331 Sub. 1 A 911 Jan. 23 184 
4469 A 926 Jan. 30 237 
4474 A 996 March 13 584 
4565 A 979 Feb. 20 411 
4588 1826 April 24 909 
4626 A: 979 Feb. 20 411 
4676 1859 May 1 978 
4723 A 974 Feb. 20 411 
786 A 979 Feb. 20 411 
4799 A 951 Feb. 6 271 
4803 A 975 Feb. 20 411 
4870 A 979 Feb. 20 411 
4880 A 952 Feb. 6 271 
4921 A 959 Feb. 6 271 
4975 1968 May 29 1209 
and Subs. 
5004 A 961 Feb. 6 271 
5040 A 961 Feb. 6 271 
5057 A1022 March 27 684 
5142 A 955 Feb. 6 271 
5213 A 910 Jan, 23 184 
5238 A 971 Feb. 20 411 
5278 1968 May 29 1209 
5326 A 966 Feb. 20 411 
5368 A 967 Feb. 20 411 
5384 A 993 March 13 584 
5389 A 973 Feb. 20 411 
5426 1954 May 8 1034 
5476 1864 May 1 978 
5478 A 956 Feb. 13 332 
5493 1865 May 1 978 
5507 A 978 Feb. 20 411 
5534 A: 972 Feb. 20 411 
5545 A1056 April 3 743 
5564 1894 May 1 979 
5564 A 919 Jan. 16 137 
5603 A 995 March 13 584 
5625 A 958 Feb. 6 271 
5656 - A 977 Feb. 20 411 
5675 A 984 March 6 §21 
5689 1817 April 17 844 
5710 1827 April 24 99 
5756 A 920 Jan. 16 137 
5804 A 976 Feb. 20 411 
5805 A 897 Jan. 16 137 
5809 Sub. 1 1991 May 29 1209 
5820 A1001 March 13 584 
5845 2004 May 29 3209 
5846 A 909 Jan. 23 184 
5859 A: 906 Jan, 16 138 
5866 1828 April 24 910 
5869 A 941 Jan. 30 237 
5877 A 983 March 6 521 
5907 A 986 March 6 521 
5913 1960 May 29 1209 
5939 A 989 March 13 5S4 
5964 A 901 Jan. 16 128 
5972 A1004 March 20 626 
5989 A 953 Feb. 6 271 
6024 A1003 March 20 36 





6456 
6460 
6471 
#479 
0496 
6499 
6501 
6519 
6524 
6529 
6530 
6532 
6537 
6538 
6548 
6556 
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QUICK, SAFE, CONVENIENT 


JUST OUT 
A NEW BINDER—Holds from 1 to 13 Copies of The Traffic World 


HOLDS THEM SECURELY. 
DOESN’T MUTILATE THEM. 


KEEPS THEM CLEAN 
PERMITS OPENING FLAT 


PREVENTS COPIES GETTING LOST 


Copies Put in or Taken Out in 10 Seconds. 


Single Binder, $1.25, Holds Three Months 
Four Binders, $4.00, Holds One Year 


418 So. Market St., Chicago 


The Traffic Service Bureau > ses. «= - 


WE PAY DELIVERY CHARCES 


Special Design Made Exclusively for Us. 
Two Binders, $2.25, Holds Six Months 








